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INTRODUCTION 
In a country with a very mobile and growing population we also find 
a society whose citizens have become more impersonal towards their fellow 
man. In times not long past a person knew everyone in his or her own 
community and was, in turn, known by them. The growth of our country from 
village to metropolis was summarized by Lichtman (39) when he stated: 
The United States has progressed from a nation of 
villages in which everyone knew everyone else to a 
nation of large urban areas where people give only a 
nod of acknowledgement to next door neighbors. 
Information was often generated, accumulated and dispersed in a variety 
of settings. Frequently the school served as a center for much of the 
community and opinions on a variety of topics were exchanged between 
parents and teachers. . 
With the decline of many small towns and with the movement of 
families to suburbs much of the "mirror" or "life in a gla^s hous e" 
atmosphere succumbed. Whatever the reason for the demxse of the close™ 
ness and camaraderie of this intimate awareness, there was also an 
effect on the home-school relationship. As a result of various growth 
patterns our society has changed and brought new complexities. 
In the past, a certain closeness between home and school existed 
because of the high esteem held by parents for the teacher. It was 
not uncommon for a teacher to cummunicate a message to a parent, via 
the student, or directly to the parent at the market, the church or 
occasionally the home. The converse of the situation was also true. 
As stated by Komegay (35) : 
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...in many communities in the United States, the teacher 
retains his position second only to the minister and 
each family likes to look its best. 
As a result of these informal teacher home visits, parents could 
obtain information about the school and the progress of their child in a 
way that was not offered by standard reporting forms and methods. Thus 
the parent and teacher shared a rapport between home and school through 
the bond of the child. 
As schools increased in enrollment much of the personalized attention 
given to home visits was curtailed or abandonv_J due to the limitations of 
time, distance, number of students, increased social pressures and often 
the anonymity that many individuals desire. Many parents knew little of 
the school's activities, curriculum and educational issues, and the 
parents and teachers knew little of each other. 
Research conducted into the merit of teacher home visits has been 
limited. Generally the literature which has appeared has been anecdotal, 
brief, dated and without statistical support. It is for these reasons that 
the researcher determined a need for a study to evaluate the merit of 
teacher home visits. 
Ob j ectives 
The objectives of the study were to determine: 
1. Attitudes of selected groups toward teacher home visits. 
2. Attitudes of selected groups toward other educational issues. 
3. Correlation between attitudes of selected groups toward 
teacher home visits and other educational issues. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The problem of the investigation was to ascertain existing attitudes 
toward teacher home visits and other related educational issues among the 
following groups : 
1. Parents with students currently enrolled in a public high school. 
2. Teachers and administrators. 
3. Students. 
4. Parents who had children graduate from a public high school in 
1972 but who had no children in a public junior or senior high 
school at the time of this study. 
5. Parents of students currently enrolled in ninth grade but who did 
not have a student graduate in 1972 or a student currently 
enrolled in a public high school. 
Assumptions 
The fclloving assuzpticzs vers =ads for the s'uccessf'iil completion of 
this investigation; 
1. All teachers and administrators completed the instrument 
accurately before and after the home visits occurred. 
2. All parents completed the instrument accurately either before or 
after the home visits occurred. 
3. All students in the study answered the instrument accurately. 
4. The respondents understood the meaning of the teirms and the 
language used. 
5. Measures were valid for the purposes intended. 
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Delimitations of the Study 
Data for this investigation were limited to the opinions of five 
sources: 
1. Faculty and administration of a public high school. 
2. Parents of students enrolled in a public high school. 
3. Parents who had students graduate in the previous academic 
year but who do not currently have students in high school 
or in junior high school. 
4. Parents who have students enrolled in the ninth grade but 
do not have students currently in high school or one who 
graduated in 1972. 
5. Students currently enrolled at a public high school of either 
sophomore, junior or senior classification. 
The study was limited to faculty, administrators, parents, and 
students and was conducted from August 1972 through December 1972. No 
other groups frcs tha cc=uzlty, schools, or student bodies were con­
sidered. 
Sources of Data 
For the purpose of this investigation, a survey was conducted of the 
opinions of parents, faculty, and students of a progressive innovative 
school system in Iowa. The respondents were asked their opinions of 
teacher home visits and their opinions on other educational issues. 
Information for this investigation was obtained by use of questionnaire 
which was mailed to parents and hand-delivered to faculty and students. 
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Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses have been made for this investi­
gation: 
NHl: There is no significant difference among various groups in their 
opinions toward education as measured by the Education Scale. 
NH2: There is no significant difference in opinion among various groups 
on any of the subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. 
NH3: There is no significant difference among various groups in opinion 
as measured by the semantic differential toward the following 
concepts : 
A. A public high school 
B. Students at a public high school 
C. Education in America 
D. Parents of public high school students 
E. Teacher-home visits 
F. Teachers at a public high school. 
NH4: There is no significant difference in opinion between teacher 
groups as measured by the Education Scale on any of the subscales 
of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, or as measured by the semantic 
differential when the demographic variables of sex, age, degree 
and experience are considered. 
NH5: There is no significant difference in opinion between student 
groups as ssssurad by the Education Seals on any of the siibscales 
of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, or as measured by the semantic 
differential when the demographic variables of sex and class are 
considered. 
This dissertation is comprised of five chapters of which chapter one 
is the introduction to the investigation. Chapter two consists of the 
review of literature. The methods and procedures utilized in this study 
are included in chapter three. Descriptive and inferential treatments 
of the data are presented in chapter four, the findings. The fifth and 
final chapter provides a discussion of the meaningful findings and 
includes a summary, conclusions and recommendations. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
ITie Investigation into the literature concerning teacher home visits 
revealed that little research has been conducted in the area. Research 
was found to be minimal and most supportive literature was anecdotal and 
reported the result of an individual teacher visiting a particular student 
home. 
Sources open to the investigator were researched which included 
periodicals, journals, abstracts, books, ERIC microfiche, Datrix (Univer­
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan) and public records. 
School and home contact and cooperation in the United States have 
traditionally been greater in the elementary schools as compared with the 
secondary schools. Much of the progress and success at the elementary 
level can be attributed to those parents desirous of having their children 
develop a positive attitude toward education at an early age. Much of the 
early educational successes of children are established as a direct result 
of an interest expressed by concerned parents. 
In addition, many parents are sending children to school for the 
first time and they want to knew something about the educational system, 
program, and perhaps the teacher. As a student progresses through the 
grades, or as additional siblings enter school, many parents lose contact 
through the junior high years and experience almost a total lack of 
contact during the high school years. 
Frequently, as a student advances through the grades, about the only 
contact his parents have with the school is through the reporting system, 
for discipline, or for an announcement concerning some honor or award. 
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Concerning this lack of home-school contact Lombard (40) stated that, 
...some of the reasons stated are that the children do not 
want their parents to know the teachers; that teachers are 
indifferent to the opinions and problems of the parents; 
that parents have vinconsciously a sense of inferiority or 
timidity in approaching high school principals and teachers. 
îtost parents with children in school today were educated under the 
Carnegie System or some modification of an equally traditional system. 
Consequently, many of today's parents have some difficulty relating to 
the current educational program of their children. Many parents have 
little or very limited understanding of flexible modular schedules, IGE, 
LGE- BSCS biology and what many consider to be equally confusing educa­
tional jargon. 
The reasons for the lack of data concerning home visits are that very 
few teachers conduct individual home visits and very few schools initiate, 
encourage, or require home visits to take place. The literature suggests 
that some form of explanation of the entire high school educational pro­
gram should be conducted for the edification of parents with students 
currently enrolled in high school. 
The concept of some type of rapport between home and school has been 
suggested for about as long as there have been parents with children to 
send to school. The suggestion of home-school contact has not always been 
harscnic'js through the ages of civilization: however, the interrelational 
role between home and school was suggested by the ancients. 
Svadkovskij (65), in his writing concerning the family and school in 
ancient times, described the Romans as believing that only the mother and 
father could give a child a good education. Only the school could provide 
the needed education for the Greeks. In order to have a good citizenry 
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and to have brave soldiers, it was only the school which could provide the 
music and poetry which marked the educated individual. 
Negative aspects of home and school interrelations have been attrib­
uted to the ancient Greek philosopher Plato. Indications are that Plato 
believed that in an ideal society the children should be placed into a 
public educational establishment at the earliest possible date. According 
to Plato's philosophy of the ideal educational system the family would be 
denied the right to raise the children. 
In the Middle Ages the monasteries were the repository for children 
to be educated. The growth of many parochial systems, directed by monks, 
was thus established during this time. The monks directed their 
particular parochial education to their charges and often became greater 
influencing factors than their families. This method of education eroded 
and frequently discouraged any family-school relationships. For genera­
tions many of the monasteries, and later the convents, were assured of 
continued membership into the novice ranks through the influence of early 
indoctrination of the students sent to them for an education. 
The role of the family during the Renaissance in relation to the 
educational development of children varied widely in different cultures. 
In Europe, national cultures involved their families in home-school 
Lclaulonsiiips lii various ways. Somc cultuîTcs had a close fsinlly—school 
association while others experienced a lesser degree of home-school 
relationships, but the family was reestablished as the primary center 
for the raising of children. 
Over 400 years ago, Malcaster in Lombard (40) wrote; 
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Parents and teachers should not only be acquainted but 
on friendly terms with each other. Parents and teachers 
should be familiarly linked together in amity and 
continual conference for their common charge and each 
should trust in the judgment and personal good will of 
the other. 
Near the close of the 18th century and into the 19th century, theories 
were frequently tendered as to the role of the family in the educational 
process of students. Pestalozzi in Svadkovskij (65) argued for a rational 
education of children through the spirit of family relations between home 
and school. Commencing with the 19th century the German philosopher Fichte 
in Svadkovskij (65) originated an educational program of public rearing of 
school children in lieu of family responsibility. 
The problem to be considered with the many aspects of home-school 
relationships traditionally has been to determine the role of the family as 
compared with the role of the institution acting in place of the family. 
In the society of today the home is the center for the responsibility 
of raising the family. This is not to say that only the school has an edu­
cational role and that education does not take place in the hc=e. Educa­
tion occurs in many places, and through various means, but the schools are 
involved somewhat in the program of "in loco parentis." 
While both school and home may deny that "in loco parentis" exists in 
elementary and secondary schools, one merely needs to familiarize himself 
with the various services which are extended by the schools and expected 
by many parents and students. 
In a 1929 study of home visits. Crow (12) concluded: 
...that a study of this kind is well worthwhile 
because of the attention which is focused upon the 
various school problems. 
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In a survey conducted in 1930 by the National Education Association 
Department of Elementary School Principals, and published in their Research 
Bulletin (69), 178 principals were asked to rate various educational 
topics. Three items of concern for this investigation are of interest. 
Very Sometimes Practically No 
useful valuab le worthless answer 
Parent interviews 152 22 1 3 
Principal visits home 75 60 13 30 
Teacher visits home 86 54 11 27 
In a 1931 report edited by Edwards (16) numerous methods of establish­
ing contact with the home were reviewed, but it is doubtful whether any of 
those in common use fully serves the purpose. Edwards writes that such 
events as parent evenings at the school, while successful, often leave many 
questions unanswered. As a result, many parents may have misunderstand­
ings, dissatisfaction about the school and the progress of the student. 
He concluded that other avenues must be investigated if the parent is to 
be fully informed about the school and its programs. 
Huggett (27) implies that one of the principal goals of home visits 
is to familiarize parents with the work of the public school. At any 
particular time, some teachers will have an open disdain for the visita­
tion program and feel that they are not welcome in the home. After a few 
visits have been made, most teachers were convinced of the usefulness of 
the plan. Huggett concludes that because of the home visitation program 
many problems have been averted because the parents were informed of the 
progress and the general work of the school. 
In more recent times, Crawford and Haines (11) reported in their 
study that home visiting was expensive in time and effort. In their study 
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two teachers conducted home visits to representative student homes whose 
parents had been carefully selected. 
The Ann Arbor public schools were conducting home visits in 1938 as 
reported by Karsian (32). Karsian states that visits to the home of every 
junior high school pupil by the adviser constitute one of the steps in the 
guidance program at Ann Arbor. The findings of his study indicate that 
the process of home visitation is time consuming but the expenditure of 
time and effort was considered to be worthwhile considering the benefits 
which were derived. 
Throughout the late 1930's and through the 1940's most of the litera­
ture followed the vein of a survey which often asked the teacher to note 
the environmental conditions of the home in which the child resided. Such 
conditions to be noted mentally were economic status, social status, 
language spoken in the home, and the general educational environment pro­
vided. Most of the literature involved visitations conducted by elementary 
teachers and generally concluded that much can be learned by a visit to the 
home which cannot be learned by an interview at school. 
Allen ( 1 ) in his writing believes that the home visitation program 
bears directly upon every phase of school life. He also states that when 
a school extends a special invitation to the parents to visit the school, 
it is usually the parents of academically successful children who always 
attend. Seldom does the teacher see the parents she would like to meet 
or should meet. 
In the area of public relations, Schreiber (60) considers the home 
visit as one of the most satisfactory and productive methods of publiciz­
ing the work of the schools and creating and maintaining support for its 
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program. In his view once the confidence of the parents is gained through 
a home visit there need be no apprehension with regard to their attitude 
toward school. Schreiber contends that there are too few ways to determine 
just how correctly parents and taxpayers interpret information provided by 
the media. To achieve the most positive result a teacher calling on a home 
must possess an understanding of the objectives and philosophy of the 
school and be in agreement with the principles of the school. If a teacher 
does not maintain the convictions of the institution, his integrity and 
the sincerity of the message he carries will be in question. 
No pattern of home visitations was ascertained from the review of 
literature. Many programs have been suggested and tried in a number of 
school systems. The literature revealed that there is basically no 
prescribed procedure to the visitation program. In certain circumstances, 
the literature revealed that the visitation program was on an individual 
basis and, in others, by grade level and occasionally by building or 
district. 
Burke ( 7) describes her home visit as a time to sit down together 
over tea and through an informal atmosphere to let the parents tell their 
story and at the same time leam some revealing facta about her teaching. 
In his school system Brown (6) noted that the procedure for home 
visits was easy at the elementary level, but difficulty was encountered 
in the secondary school where classes were departmentalized. In this 
situation the home room teacher contacted the parents if he taught the 
child. The stated purpose of the home visits by Brown were: to gain a 
better understanding of the child so that his time spent in school would 
be more profitable; to increase the cooperation and understanding of the 
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home and school; and to develop a friendly relationship between the 
teacher, pupil and parents. An evaluation of the visitation program 
was conducted by means of a brief questionnaire. The results were 
favorable and indicated the goal had been established. The underlying 
factor for continuation of the program was for the benefit of the child. 
The parents and teachers believe that the child does better work when 
the home as well as the school is interested. The unanimous opinion of 
the parents and teachers indicated that the program merited continuation 
for another year. 
On s systessîide basis Haehlen (21) writes that for several years 
Waverly, Iowa, conducted a program of home visitation, at all levels, 
usually during American Education Week. In his view interest in home 
visitation is greatest at the elementary level but is also well received 
at the junior high and senior high levels. The pattern for visitation 
-was varied slightly because of the records the older students had 
accumulated and the teacher would have a fairly complete composite of 
the student in the junior high or senior high folder. As a result, 
different problems would be discussed with a parent of a junior high 
or senior high student. 
In a Springfield, Missouri, study of the merit of home visitation, 
nilkerson (71) and his staff visited the homes cf approximately 800 stu­
dents. At the completion of the visitation program a questionnaire was 
distributed to the teachers and parents. The teachers were greatly in 
favor of the continuation of the program. The questionnaire was sent to 
800 homes with 312 completed surveys returned. Of those responding, the 
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percentages for the continuation of the program were highly positive. 
Wilkerson also reported that as a result of the survey, the school has 
enjoyed the benefits of Increased attendance at meetings, school func­
tions, a high percentage for an affirmative bond vote, and a greater 
rapport of an intangible nature between teachers, parents and students. 
The majority of the literature presented the home visit in a favorable 
light. In a limited number of cases, a warning was offered in the consid­
eration of home visits. In graduate research conducted by Komegay (35), 
he writes that it is not necessary to visit all the student homes and a 
one hundred percent home visitation record is not always an accomplishment 
of which to be proud. Conclusions drawn are that teachers must be careful 
not to be sitting in judgment, and must know the emotional conditions of 
the home. Finally, Komegay warns that while there are benefits that may 
be obtained from home visitations, some students will feel that because 
they come from a poor or unhappy home environment the teacher has dis­
covered a secret which may be a source of future embarrassment, 
A negative view of home visits is shared by Machnits (43) who states 
that the teacher is invading the privacy of the home. An added condition 
suggested by the author is that the parent has an awareness that his home 
is being evaluated. The author suggests that the only time a teacher 
should vlalL a home is at the request of the parent or perhaps at the 
invitation of the student. 
In the view of McKee (48), the teacher should visit the home if some 
concrete accomplishment will occur. However, he also states that no 
teacher should be required to visit homes when the teacher sees no 
value in the visit. 
15 
In more recent years the opinion expressed by a number of teachers 
and administrators is that it may be impossible or even undesirable to 
visit all homes. Helberg (24) writes that administrators cannot influence 
parents to visit the school as readily as they can influence teachers to 
visit the home. In many cases after a teacher has visited a home the 
parent is encouraged to visit the school. Helberg suggests, as others 
have, that parents appreciate the visits if issues are resolved and that 
in most cases the student is benefited. He suggests that an order be 
established in the visitation sequence. A proposal would be to first visit 
special cases, new students and then the remainder of the student body. 
The literature revealed that while many schools have participated in 
home visitation of one variety or another, or at one time or another, there 
is one academic which has used home visitation as a part of its program 
for many years. Agricultural education has used the home visit as an 
established feature in its academic program in many areas. 
Atherton (3) probably speaks for many when he describes the purpose 
of the home visitation program in the agricultural education area. He 
believes that one of the purposes of a home visit is to develop a mutual 
understanding and to gain the confidence of those contacted. Atherton 
concludes with a summary which could be basically applied to other 
teachers interested in, or about to conduct, a home visit. These include: 
1. Deciding whom to visit at this time. 
2. Clarifying the reasons for the visit. 
3. Scheduling the visit. 
4. Reviewing the background of those to be visited. 
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5. Making the visit, being a good observer and a good listener. 
Following through on the implementation of the reason for 
the visit. 
6. Summarization of the visit and the recording of pertinent 
information. 
7. Using the things learned from the visit. 
There is a recurring theme in the area of teacher visits to homes 
of students taking agricultural education. The message usually is that 
if a teacher visits a home he will be better able to interpret the 
student's academic needs through an assessment of the home environment. 
Through the visit the teacher develops a rapport for the betterment of 
the overall school relations as a means of understanding. 
In the area of agricultural education the proponents of home visits 
stress that through the social atmosphere created by the visit, the 
agricultural education teacher may discover other educational needs 
of the student. The teacher will then be able to incorporate his 
observations into directed action and offer his suggestions to other 
teachers so they say benefit the ether educational needs of ths 
student. 
The importance of first-hand farm visit observations is emphasized by 
Atherton in his writings of 1955 (2) and he continued to expound on the 
virtues of the home visit in his writings of 1966 (3). Atherton*s views 
are supported in substance by Eastman(15), Smith (63) and Bail (4), who 
indicated support for the premises of others in this field and offered 
suggestions of their own. These writers stress the need for home visita­
tions, citing the goals of providing information, gathering information 
for needed planning for educational needs of the students, an observation 
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of the home atmosphere, and creation of a social rapport for the support of 
the school and Its activities. 
Bail (4) suggests that teachers of vocational agriculture incorporate 
a visit to prospective agriculture students during the summer. The sugges­
tions he made have the flavor of recruitment but the primary message is one 
of providing program information, student guidance, and public support of 
the vocational agricultural programs. 
As indicated at the beginning of the review, most of the literature 
has been brief and generally without statistical support. The answer to 
the problem about a lack of data and writing concerning home visits is that 
very few teachers conduct home visits individually and very few schools 
initiate, encourage, or require home visits to take place. The literature 
which has appeared is primarily doctoral research or occasionally related 
research which has appeared in the journals. 
The research which has been reported concerning teacher home visits 
and other educational issues, of a substantive and supportive nature, has 
frequently utilized the semantic differential as a technique which has been 
used with success in the measurement of attitudes. 
Research by Husek and Wittrock (28) concerning the dimensions of 
attitudes toward teachers stressed that the semantic differential, as 
developed by Osgood et al., 1957, vas a technique and net a test (54). In 
their study of 259 students in an educational psychology course, the con­
cept "school teachers" was rated on each of 117 scales. As an example, 
the researchers found that a mean of 2.19 was attained on a 7 point scale, 
where 1 indicated the most positive evaluation and 7 the most negative 
evaluation for 13 scales termed general evaluation on the scale of 
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attitude of students toward public school teachers. The authors concluded 
that the positive results may have occurred because the participants were 
preparing for the teaching profession. The final conclusion suggests: 
It is highly improbable that in the relatively homogeneous 
domain of attitude toward public school teachers the 
general Evaluative factor will break down into activity, 
potency, and evaluation dimensions. The results of the 
study should not be construed as identifying the relative 
importance of dimensions of attitudes tcward teachers. 
Factor analysis helps to structure the domain; it does not 
determine the importance of parts. 
In research conducted by Heath and Braund (23), using the semantic 
differential as a technique for staff interpersonal evaluation of a 
selected school system, the researchers conclude that: 
...the type of measurement is useful in a variety of 
ways, particularly to public school administrators. 
If a reliable measuring instrument is used with an established validity, 
there may be a new source of information for administrators concerning 
staff relationships. 
The literature revealed that, as years pass, educational terms often 
remain the same but the meanings attached to those terms often reflect a 
different connotation. This is the case with home visits also. During 
the 1930's the home visit inferred that a teacher called on the homes of 
her students. During the 1940's the term home visit was often equated 
with discipline and frequently was interpreted as a visit from the truant 
officer. During the 1950's the term was construed to mean the same as a 
teacher conference, and the two terms were often used so interchangeably 
that it became difficult to ascertain if the visit took place at the school 
or in the home. The literature of the 1960's often refers to a select 
group of individuals to be included in the teacher home visit program. 
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Finally, during the 1970's the literature frequently refers to the term 
visiting teacher which often refers to a version of a truant officer or 
a principal designated to visit a home because of a particular problem. 
Horn (26) writes about a typical example as a visiting teacher asso­
ciated with the VIP program in Omaha, Nebraska Title I public schools. 
Part of the teaching requirement for the Title I program in Omaha is to 
participate in home visitation. 
Home visits are also conducted regularly for students involved in the 
Head Start Program and the Outreach Program in the Minneapolis, Minnesota 
schools. The visitation program serves to allow the teacher to observe 
the home environment and to allow the parents and student the opportunity 
to meet the teacher. 
Horn (26) in his waiting quotes the NEA Research Bulletin of 1955 
which states: 
...that less than 10 percent of the schools have an 
organized program to encourage home visits. 
Horn concludes that there is little reason to believe that the percentages 
have increased and that few teachers have ever conducted home visits and 
those that have are generally elementary teachers. 
In many areas during the late 1960's and into the early 1970's the 
country has experienced an unprecedented change due to urban growth, 
redistricting, bussing, and consolidation. As a result, in some areas, 
the size, distances involved, and changes within various districts have 
resulted in the curtailment of teacher home visits. For these reasons 
many districts have placed visitation purely on a voluntary basis and 
direct communication between the school and home often occurs through 
school conferences or a back-to-school night. 
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The semantic differential as a technique for image analysis of public 
school teachers was reported by Wlttrock et al. (72) as a technique to 
quantify word meaning. From their study the researchers concluded that: 
The factor structure obtained in a semantic differential 
study depends upon several variables: the variety of 
concepts, the variety and number of scales, the hetero­
geneity of the population of subjects, and the type of 
analysis performed on the data. 
The respondents were asked to complete the entire questionnaire and 
to refrain from leaving any blank spaces. Invariably, in any project which 
asks laymen to respond to an unfamiliar instrument, individuals will leave 
a blank space occasionally. The question arises concerning the effect of 
the blanks on the outcome of the instrument. 
Getting (53) in his research reports: 
...a forced choice technique is apparently valid for 
the semantic differential in that forced responses tend 
to have the same pattern as neutral responses. 
The literature provided research completed by authors who investi­
gated the use of the semantic differential as a technique to evaluate 
concepts such as self-ratings, student attitude toward teachers, and the 
attitude of secondary and college students. 
An analysis by Gulo (20) of rural students' opinions toward 
their teachers revealed unfavorableness increased as the students 
passed through the grades. The older student tended to evaluate his 
teachers in less favorable terms as compared with the younger 
s tudent. 
Additional studies have been conducted by Long et al. (41) which used 
the semantic differential as a technique which involved elementary school 
children in self-ratings. The findings indicate that as a child matures 
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the frequency of extreme answers tends to decrease as compared with the use 
of neutral and more qualified answers. 
The use of the semantic differential was discussed by Cassel (9) 
in his study to assess the attitude of secondary and college students 
through the development of a semantic differential. Cassel investigated 
three main concepts which he used to standardize his technique for 
secondary students. They are: 
1. What I learned in class. 
2. The teacher of this class. 
3. Me as a student. 
Of the three concepts (learning, teacher, student), Cassel found a sig­
nificant change in the concept student in his pre- and post-college 
students. 
Research conducted in England by Sharrock (61) reaffirms many of the 
recommendations of American researchers. While the educational systems of 
the two countries are quite different, educators and parents share a common 
goal for the education of youth. The suggestion for needed research in 
England calls for an investigation of the home and school relationship 
because of the supposed connection between the school performance of the 
student in relationship to the home environment. Sharrock calls for 
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of secondary school-home relations, parent-teacher opinions, and student 
attitudes concerning teachers, parents, school, and the home. Since all 
of the factors are interrelated, Sharrock notes a distinct absence of 
supportive research in the areas described. 
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Langdon and Stout (37) write that whether the interview takes place 
in the home or at school is of little concern. The main concern in their 
view is that the interview takes place. They view the setting as imma­
terial and hold the opinion that often the occasion of the first visit, 
whether at home or at school, will frequently set the stage for additional 
visits at one or the other locations. 
Doctoral research in the area of home visitation and related opinions 
to the area have been rather limited. One of the earlier dissertations 
by Davidson (13) was concerned with the implementation of a scientific 
method for the collection and analysis of information gathered concerning 
opinions and attitudes of public education. A number of demographic 
variables that local citizens associated with the public schools in their 
geographic area were evaluated. Conclusions were made that the sampling 
procedures and analysis were accurate for future educational policy 
decisions. Additional conclusions were made that the citizenry were 
satisfied, willing, and able to provide continued support for their 
schools. 
Doctoral research by Schoenhard (59) was concerned with the utiliza­
tion of home visits as a means of raising the academic standing of under­
achieving students in high school. The program involved the use of a 
visiting teacher to selected student homes dubbed undsrachisvers by the 
guidance department and did not include a visit to all student homes. 
Other research which involves visits to the home by a visiting teacher 
has been reported by Khouri (34), Swinsick (66) and Ross (57). These 
studies are similar to the study of Schoenhard (59) in that they are con­
cerned with the academic performance of a student as a result of a visit 
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to the home by an "attendance officer" who serves in "specialized service." 
The aforementioned studies have been concentrated on the home and school 
visitor program in Pennsylvania and generally involve guidance personnel, 
school administrators, and school visiting teachers. No indication was 
made that all teachers were involved in a systemized visitation program. 
In research of the community and teacher perception of what a good 
school looks like and what schools could do was reported by Macagnoni 
(42) • The study included 200 community members and 188 teachers which 
categorized favorable and unfavorable responses toward the school. While 
attitudes and opinions of various socioeconomic groups were sought, no 
indication was evident that the faculty went directly to the homes for 
the compilation of data. 
Manlove (44) surveyed and completed an appraisal of opinions gathered 
from parents, students, and faculty members of the Richmond Senior High 
School. The study was comparable to the study of Macagnoni (42) and 
reported substantially the same findings. 
In a study conducted by Rowland (58) in Ypsilanti, Michigan, the 
investigator collected opinions concerning the differences of opinion 
between parents and staff concerning the goals of secondary education. 
While a number of variables were taken into account, the home visit was 
not considered. The researcher was involved primarily in the gathering 
of data which could ultimately be used by school administrators in the 
formation of a public relations program. 
Research by Farmer (iS) in the area of teacher home visits and 
attitude and achievement towards school of Mexican-American students 
indicated a positive change in attitude and an improvement of grades. 
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The author notes, however, that in further studies the number of students 
in the sample should be increased and that teacher participation should 
be voluntary. 
McCutcheon (47) writes that in his study of the effect of a planned 
program of home visitation by teachers on student attitude, attendance, 
and achievement, no significant differences were found. A suggestion was 
offered that the program be continued and that the visitation program 
aided In rapport between school and home. 
lliere were no significant differences found by Johnson (29) in his 
investigation of the relationships between high school seniors' satisfac­
tion with school and selected school, personal, and home factors. 
The review revealed that the semantic differential has been utilized 
by researchers in areas primarily concerned with various samplings of 
teacher and student inquiries. No studies using the semantic differential 
as a technique for the investigation of teacher home visits were discovered. 
Studies in related areas were found occasionally. 
Demak (14) used the semantic differential in his investigation of the 
meanings of educational concepts of educationally disadvantaged children. 
Participants in the study included primarily minority and lower socio­
economic status children and their teachers. No significant differences 
were found in the means to responses of educational concepts and self-
concepts for lower class, middle class students, or teachers. A sig­
nificant difference was found within middle class white children for the 
concepts "I am" and "I would like to be." 
An Iowa study by Heath (22) incorporated the semantic differential 
to analyze teacher characteristics as perceived by students. Findings 
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indicated that among other results there was no significant agreement 
between ability groups when considering the same teacher characteristics. 
The three ability groups had a significant degree of agreement in their 
perception of teacher characteristics when grade level was considered. 
Quisenberry (56) writes that the semantic diffemtial proved to be 
an adequate instrument for measuring perceptions of students toward women 
high school physical education teachers and that, in the student opinion, 
perceptual differences exist between women high school physical education 
teachers and other women high school teachers. 
Travis (67) in recent research reported the findings of Americans, non-
Americans, professional educators and students toward selected teacher 
characteristics which utilized the semantic differential. The basic con­
clusions drawn by the author, based on the findings, were that different 
groups tend to view teacher characteristics differently. 
The review of literature revealed that research concerning teacher 
home visits and polls of educational opinion were frequently related to 
studies which were conducted by individual teachers, counselors concerned 
with special cases and schools seeking to improve their image through a 
public relations program. 
The literature revealed that little research has been conducted by a 
school concerning the interrelationships of the home and school. As a 
result there are few studies from which comparisons may be drawn. The 
literature also revealed that comparatively little has been done to 
ascertain the effectiveness of a variety of types of home and school con­
tact and a special void was apparent in the area of direct home contact by 
teachers in the secondary area. 
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Recommendations for further study frequently suggested a study that 
surveyed the opinions of each group toward the expectations of the other 
or a study of parental attitudes as a method of improving home-school 
relations with the thought of increasing the level of student attainment. 
Other recommendations suggested a parental attitude questionnaire 
which would assess the attitudes of parents to various aspects of the 
relations between home and school and their attitudes in general toward 
educational topics. 
Studies were reviewed which reported the opinions of students, parents 
or teachers individually, CjT in some combination, but generally not 
collectively. 
Research and recommendations reviewed indicated a need for additional 
studies to ascertain needed relevant relations between home and school. A 
compilation of suggestions indicated a need for a study to survey the 
attitudes of various groups collectively in order to assess the many fac­
tors which may affect the attitudes, behavior, and attainment of students, 
the teachers* attitudes toward parental contact, and parental attitudes 
toward school and home relations. 
In considering research into the relations between home and school 
contact, the literature indicates that the two are linked to the per­
formance of the student. Since the two are related, a logical study 
seemed to be to investigate the methods in which the three roles vary and 
yet are similar. 
From the development of a research questionnaire some assessment of 
the opinions of parents, teachers, and students which considers the 
various aspects of home-school relations and their opinions toward 
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selected educational topics will be determined. As a result of an 
investigation the information provided may improve the relationship and 
understanding for all groups concerned. 
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METHOD AND PROCEDUKES 
As a result of the review of literature the investigator sought a 
school system which was considered to be innovative and receptive to an 
investigation of the type suggested by the literature and discussed 
through personal communication. Ultimately, Mason City High School of 
Mason City, Iowa, was selected as a participant in the study. The school 
system is considered to be innovative in its curriculum, faculty, and 
administration. The community has readily supported bond issues and the 
physical facilities are either relatively new or recently remodeled. 
Mason City is a north Iowa community with a population of approxi­
mately 30,000. The community derives its support from several large 
manufacturing, industrial, and processing concerns such as cement manu­
facturing, meat processing, and dairy and grain processing. Other large 
employers are the school district, medical facilities, and a number of 
smaller industries and local businesses. 
The invsstigsticn vas devslopsd and conducted as part of an adminis­
trative project called Project Outreach MCHS (More Contact Home and 
School). The program was designed to provide more home-school contact 
and was to provide a more effective means of explaining the school's 
educational programs through personal communication. The goal of the 
investigation was to have all staff members visit the homes of the entire 
student population. Through home visitation each staff member sought to 
explain, to parents, the school's educational programs and provided, for 
future reference, an informational folder which detailed the educational 
programs, policies, and procedures. Each faculty member visited a 
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home for a sufficient time to complete the established project goals and 
to answer any additional questions concerning the school system. 
The investigator sought the opinions of individuals concerning 
teacher home visits and other educational topics as they related to 
Mason City High School. Information for this study was obtained from 
teachers, administrators, parents and students. 
The study Involved 110 faculty members and 180 students of Mason 
City High School. Also Included was a random sample of 379 parents of 
students. Parents in the sample were categorized into three groups; 
parents of high school students, parents of recent graduates, and 
parents of ninth grade students who would be sophomores the following 
year. 
The entire high school faculty was included in the study. Participat­
ing parents and students were selected from their respective populations. 
Names of parents with students currently enrolled and names of parents 
with students graduated the previous year were selected from lists com­
piled and supplied by the administration of Mason City High School. In 
some instances, the addresses were updated by consulting the City Direc­
tory (45) of Mason City and the Mason City Telephone Directory. 
Information for the investigation was obtained by means of a ques­
tionnaire which was comprised of three sections and was developed from 
three sources. The first section contained 22 questions taken from the 
Education Scale as developed by Rundquist and Sletto in Shaw and Wright 
(62) for which the scale strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, 
or strongly disagree was used as the format for response to a par­
ticular item. The second section contained 16 questions which were 
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taken from the Purdue Teacher Oplnionaire as compiled by Bentley and 
Rempel ( 5) and which used the scale agree, probably agree, probably dis­
agree, and disagree as the format for response. The third section 
consisted of six concepts from the Semantic Differential as developed by 
Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (54). Each concept was rated by 12 pairs 
of bipolar adjectives, six from the evaluative scale and six from the 
potency scale as outlined by Osgood et al. (54). 
The instrument was identical in form for all groups except for 
certain demographic data which identified the respondent as a member of 
the faculty, a parent, or student. Copies of the questionnaires and 
introductory letters are included in the Appendix. The questionnaires 
were coded numerically to indicate a particular group while insuring 
individual anonymity. 
The investigation was initiated in August, 1972, beginning with the 
workshop for teachers prior to the opening of the 1972-73 school year. 
The faculty was randomly divided into tsjc groups for the purpose of this 
investigation. Half of the faculty completed the instrument before the 
teacher home visits occurred, and the other half completed the instrument 
after the home visits were completed and prior to the opening of school. 
Each faculty member in both groups had approximately 15 homes to call 
on as his part of the home visitation assignment. The assignment of 15 
families per faculty member insured that the entire student population was 
included in the study. The families were selected from the alphabetized 
student enrollment roster. Each staff member received approximately five 
sophomore, five junior, and five senior students as his part of the assign­
ment. Alphabetic assignment helped to insure that no teacher received any 
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particular sex, ethnic, or socioeconomic type when based on scale of 
habitat. 
The investigator mailed a questionnaire to a parent, randomly 
selected from each group of parents assigned to individual faculty members 
during the course of the investigation. The names were obtained from the 
official register of students and parents provided by the administration. 
The first group of parents selected for this investigation received a 
questionnaire during the week of the teacher workshop but prior to the 
commencement of the teacher home visits. With each parent questionnaire 
a letter of explanation was included which asked the participant to 
return the completed instrument within one week. Each letter contained 
a self-addressed postage paid envelope for the use of the respondent. A 
copy of the parent instrument and the introductory letter is included in 
the Appendix. 
After the teacher home visits had been conducted, the remaining 
portion of the faculty participated in the investigation by completing 
the faculty questionnaire. During the workshop week the remaining portion 
of families was contacted by the faculty members. The method of contact 
and the number of families contacted were identical in procedure to that 
described for the first group. 
Data from the students were collected within five areas of the high 
school. The areas selected represented a cross-section of the student 
congregation and a representative sample of sex and class. The collection 
points of student data were the library, mathematics resource center, 
language resource center, social studies resource center, and the 
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cafeteria-commons area. All student data were collected in the high school 
after the home visits had been completed. 
Data received from respondents were verified and analyzed from coded 
information by the Iowa State University Computation Center. A correla­
tion matrix was run on responses on each statement to determine the rela­
tionships that existed between responses to each statement. 
The data were analyzed by weighting the responses for each section in 
the following manner: 
Responses 
SA 
A 
U 
D 
SD 
Responses 
A 
PA 
PD 
D 
Section 1 
Numerical values 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Section 2 
Numerical values 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Meaning 
Strongly Agree 
Agree 
Undecided 
Disagree 
Strongly Disagree 
Meaning 
Agree 
Probably Agree 
Probably Disagree 
Disagree 
Section 3 
Each item Cpairing of a specific concept with a specific scale) 
presents the following situation; 
polar term X 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
polar term Y 
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in the instructions as: 
(1) extremely X (7) extremely Y 
(2) quite X (6) quite Y 
(3) slightly X (5) slightly Y 
(4) neither X nor Y; equally X and Y 
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The scales used were determined to be reliable after being tested by 
using the reliability technique based on the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (51, 52). All subsequent procedures used in the analysis 
of the data were based on the same program. 
The statistical treatment used for this investigation was the analysis 
of variance as described by Wert ^  JlI. (70). When mean differences were 
found the Scheffe test was used for post hoc comparisons which determined 
the strength and direction of the mean differences. In all cases the 
.01 (**) and .05 (*) probability levels of the F test were used to test 
differences in the means. Summary tables indicating the statistical 
results are included in the Findings chapter and individual tables for 
each variable concept are included in the Appendix. 
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FINDINGS 
The findings of this investigation are based on data analysis 
obtained from the responses of faculty members, parent groups, and 
students. All statistical data are presented in summary tables 
throughout this chapter while tables for each concept, variable, and 
category may be found in the Appendix. 
Data presented in Table 1 exhibit the number of responses to the 
Investigation by the various groups. Table 1 also presents the total 
usable responses incorporated for data analysis, percent of return, 
and the percent of usable responses for each category. 
The questionnaire was returned by 488 respondents from an initial 
sample of 669, with 450 questionnaires being utilized for statistical 
consideration. Questionnaires which were considered to be incomplete 
or contained insufficient data were not included in the investigation. 
Occasionally, Incomplete questionnaires contained statements which 
indicated tke reason toe respondeat failed to complete the instruzsnt. 
Some of the reasons for not participating included lack of knowledge 
concerning the system and/or the project, movement from the city, 
failure to comprehend the issues within the questionnaire, and 
personal reasons. 
Coefficient alpha was obtained as a measure of reliability for 
each of the three sections of the instrument and the reliability 
routine (64) of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
C51, 52) was used to obtain the reliability estimates. 
Table 1. Respondents within classifications 
Group 
Questionnaires 
sent. 
Total 
responses 
Percentage 
of total 
responses 
Usable 
responses 
Percentage 
of usable 
responses 
Previsit teachers 57 48 84.21 47 82.45 
Post visit teachers 53 38 71.69 37 69.81 
Total teachers 110 86 78.18 84 76.36 
Previsit parents 132 53 40.15 50 37.87 
Post visit parents 132 85 64.39 83 62.87 
Post high school parents 42 32 76.19 27 64.28 
Junior high parents 73 52 71.23 43 58.90 
Total parents 379 222 58.57 201 53.03 
Total students 180 180 100 165 91.67 
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Section one of the Instrument contained 22 variables which measured 
the respondents' attitude toward the value of education or of being 
educated, and consisted of the Education Scale as developed by Rundquist 
and Sletto in Shaw and Wright (52). A standardized alpha of .84 was 
realized which compares favorably with the standardized alpha of .83 
obtained by Rundquist and Sletto. 
The inclusion of the Education Scale concept as one section of the 
instrument is justified by Shaw and Wright (62, pp. 232-3). Scales which 
measure attitudes through abstract concepts are described by the authors 
ss • 
In addition to attitudes which are held toward persons, 
groups of persons, and other essentially social 
objects, individuals develop attitudes toward the 
events and situations produced By these objects and 
in which the objects occur or are Involved. Thus many 
attitudes possess intangibles as their referents. 
Shaw and Wright elaborate further on the use of abstract concepts, 
of which the Education Scale is a part: 
Referents of the attitudes measured by scales may be 
differentiated from others on the following basis: 
1. All referents are abstract. 
2. The abstracts which serve as referents to 
the scales are all relatively specific in 
nature. 
3. The concepts themselves are connotatlvely 
neutral and are very frequently dealt with 
in a nonevaluative manner. 
Thus the concept of problem solving has no a priori 
evaluative connotation, but may be given one by the 
conceptualizer. Further, one often deals with problem 
solving in a nonevaluative manner. 
The nonevaluative quality of the referents is to be 
compared with referents of social practices (which 
possess the quality of preferabillty) and of social 
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issues (which are evaluative to the extent that they 
possess at least two connotations: the pros and the 
cons). 
Section two contained three categories from the Purdue Teacher 
Opinionaire as developed by Bentley and Rempel (5, p. 4). Each category 
contained five variables and the three categories included were: 
curriculum Issues, community support of education, and community 
pressures. A standardized alpha of .83 was realized for the 15 variables 
investigated. 
Bentley and Rempel (5, p. 1) describe the purpose and use of the 
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire as: 
...designed to provide a measure of teacher morale. Not 
only does the Opinionaire yield a total score indicating 
the general level of a teacher's morale, but it also 
provides meaningful sub-scores which break down morale 
into some of its dimensions. The Opinionaire provides 
specific and valid information about crucial problems 
and tensions which concern the faculty. 
A description of each category used includes; 
"Curriculum Issues" - solicits teacher reactions to the adequacy 
of the school program in meeting student needs, in providing for 
individual differences, and in preparing students for effective 
citizenship. 
"Community Support of Education" - deals with the extent to which 
the community understands and is willing to support a sound edu­
cational system. 
"Community Pressures" - gives special attention to community 
expectations with respect to Lhe teacher's personal standards, 
his participation in outside-school activities, and his freedom 
to discuss controversial Issues in the classroom. 
Section three contained six concepts and each concept utilized 
two scales of the semantic differential technique and established 
reliabilities of: 
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Concept Evaluative Scale Potency Scale 
1 .81 .55 
2 .80 .59 
3 .79 .59 
4 .84 .58 
5 .87 .62 
6 .88 .57 
The logic of semantic differentiation is best described by Osgood 
(54, p. 20) who states that the sensitivity of the instrument is increased 
by Inserting a scale between each pair of terms, so that the subject may 
indicate both direction and intensity of each judgment. 
The semantic differential is essentially a combination 
of controlled association and scaling procedures. We 
provide the subject with a concept to be differentiated 
and a set of bipolar adjectival scales against which to 
do it, his only task being to indicate, for each item 
(pairing of a concept with, a scale), the direction of his 
association and its intensity on a seven-step scale. 
Demographic data were obtained and analyzed for descriptive interpre­
tation from the prévisit and post visit teachers for the variables of sex, 
age, degree, total experience, and Mason City High School (MCHS) experi­
ence. Data presented in Tab.Is 23 through Table 102 In the Appendix 
indicate the mean, standard deviation, and number of participants for 
each cell and variable of the instrument. 
Eighty-six faculty members, or 78.18 percent of the 110 faculty 
members, responded to the questionnaire. Two respondents provided 
insufficient information and their responses were not utilized in the 
data analysis. Forty-seven teachers were included in the previsit group 
and 37 teachers comprised the post visit group for a total of 84 usable 
responses. A composite of the demographic teacher data used in this 
investigation is presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Summary presentation of the descriptive data categories for all 
teachers (K=84) 
Age range Mean age 
Teacher category Minimum Maximum Years 
Teacher age 
Teacher experience 
Mason City District experience 
Mason City High School experience 
21 62 36.08 
0 37 11.71 
0 35 6.96 
0 33 6.26 
Age was considered a variable and all teachers were placed into three 
categories: under 30 years, 30 to 39 years and 40 years and older. When 
all faculty respondents were considered by age the range was 21 to 62 
years with a mean age of 36.08. 
When teaching experience was examined, data in Table 2 indicate that 
a range of 0.0 to 37 years with a mean of 11.71 years was discovered. 
When teaching experience was further examined, data in Table 2 indicate 
that the range for teaching within the Mason City system was 0.0 years to 
35 years with a mean of 6.96 years. Teaching experience within the high 
school produced a mean of 6.26 years for the range of 0.0 to 33 years 
experience. 
Data analysis for Has on City High School (MCHS) experience and total 
teaching experience was examined individually with teachers being placed 
into three experience categories for each group. Mason City High School 
(MCHS) experience categories included; 4 years or less, 5 to 9 years and 
10 years and over. Total teaching experience categories included: 6 
years or less, 7 to 14 years and 15 years and above. 
A summary of descriptive data for the individual respective teacher 
groups is presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Smnmary presentation of the descriptive data for individual 
teacher groups 
Age range Mean age 
Teacher category Minimim Maximum Years 
Prévis it male teachers (N'=33) 
Teacher age 21 56 34.97 
Teacher experience 0 34 12.00 
Mason City District experience 0 24 5.51 
Mason City High School experience 0 14 4.63 
Post visit male teachers (N=27) 
Teacher age 22 59 37.88 
Teacher experience 0 37 13.14 
Mason City District experience 0 35 8.66 
Mason City High School experience 0 33 8.03 
All male teachers (N=60) 
Teacher age 21 59 36.28 
Teacher experience 0 37 12.51 
Mason City District experience 0 35 6.93 
Mason City High School experience 0 33 6.16 
Previsit female teachers (N=14) 
Teacher age 22 57 31.92 
Teacher experience 0 34 8.07 
Mason City District experience 0 27 5.64 
Mason City High School experience 0 27 5.21 
Post visit female teachers (N=10) 
Teacher age 23 62 40.62 
Teacher experience 1 30 12.00 
Mason City District experience 0 20 9.00 
Mason City High School experience 0 20 8.30 
All female teachers (N=24) 
Teacher age 22 62 35.58 
Teacher experience 0 34 9.70 
Mason City District experience 0 27 7.04 
Mason City High School experience 0 27 6.05 
All previsit teachers (N=47) 
Teacher age 21 57 34.06 
Teacher experience 0 34 10.83 
Mason City District experience 0 27 5.55 
Mason City High School experience 0 27 4.80 
All post visit teachers (yN»37) 
Teacher age 22 62 38.64 
Teacher experience 0 37 12.83 
Mason City District experience 0 35 8*75 
Mason City High School experience 0 33 8.10 
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Parents with students in high school were placed into two groups. 
One group was surveyed before the teacher home visits occurred while the 
other group was surveyed after the visits were completed. Tables 4 and 5 
present data obtained from the two parent groups. 
Table 4. Completion of the prévisit parent questionnaire by parent 
category 
Respondent Number Percent 
Mother 28 52.8 
Father 21 39.6 
Guardian 2 3.8 
Both 2 3.8 
Total 53 100.0 
Table 5. Completion of the questionnaire by parent category for post 
visit parents 
Parent present during home visit 
Respondent Mother Father Both Total 
Mother Count 32 2 7 41 
Row percent 78.0 4.9 17.1 49.4 
ColuTun percent 78.0 18.2 22.6 
Cell percent 38.6 2.4 8.4 
Father 5 9 14 28 
17.9 32.1 50.0 33.7 
12.2 81.8 45.2 
6.0 10.8 16.9 
Guardian 0 0 2 2 
0.0 0.0 100.0 2.4 
0.0 0.0 6.5 
0.0 0.0 2.4 
Both 4 0 8 12 
33.3 0.0 66.7 14.5 
9.8 0.0 25.8 
4.8 0.0 9.6 
Total column count 41 11 31 83 
Total column percent 49.4 13.3 37.3 100.0 
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Table 6 presents data collected from parents of students other than 
those currently enrolled in high school. Parents who had a student in 
the ninth grade or parents who had a student graduate the year previously 
but who did not have a student currently enrolled in high school were 
included in the investigation. Parent groups without students in high 
school were included to determine if differences of opinion existed 
between parental groups based on expected, current, or recently completed 
high school experiences. 
Table 6. Completion of the junior high and post high school parent 
questionnaire by category 
Category Mother Father Guardian Both Total 
Junior high parents 
Number 
Percent 
27 
54.0 
19 
38.0 
0 
0.0 
4 
8.0 
50 
100.0 
Post high parents 
Number 
Percent 
16 
53.3 
11 
36.7 
1 
3.3 
2 
6.7 
30 
100.0 
Combined junior high 
and post high parents 
Number 
Percent 
43 
53.8 
30 
37.5 
1 
1.3 
6 
7.5 
80 
100.0 
Student data were collected equally from both sexes and from sopho­
mores, juniors, and seniors within five areas of the high school. Table 
7 presents the total responses obtained from each sex and class within 
the five collection areas. Table 8 indicates that 165 student responses, 
within each class and sex, were considered usable for data analysis. 
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Table 7. Student data collection by categories of class and sex 
Data collection areas 
Social 
Class Mathematics Sciences Languages 
and Commons- Resource Resource Resource 
sex Library Cafeteria Center Center Center Total 
Sophomore 
Male 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Female 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Junior 
Male 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Female 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Senior 
Male 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Female 6 6 6 6 6 30 
Total 36 36 36 36 36 180 
Table 8. Total usable student responses by sex and class 
Class 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior Total 
Male 30 30 25 85 
Female 28 26 26 80 
Total 58 56 51 165 
Analysis of variance was employed to test for significant differences 
in attitude and opinion between the categories of each group and revealed 
that five significant and six highly significant differences existed. 
Where applicable the Scheffe test was conducted to compare specific 
categories when significant mean differences existed for the MOV. 
44 
Individual tables presenting the descriptive data for comparisons 
between previsit, post visit, and male and female teachers are exhibited 
in Tables 23 through 38 of the Appendix. Table 9 presents a summary of 
the analysis of variance data for comparisons between the aforementioned 
groups. The analysis of variance detected no significant differences 
between the categories of either group for the concepts. 
Table 9. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teacher groups and male and 
female teachers 
Teacher Teacher Teacher groups 
Concept groups sex x teacher sex 
Total education scale 0.01 3. 33 0. 74 
Curriculum Issues 0.64 0. 00001 0. 51 
Community support of education 0.04 0. 08 0. 69 
Community pressures 0.36 1. 10 0. 52 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 0.005 0. 16 0. 96 
Mason City High School - potency scale 0.64 0. 91 0. 16 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 0.00 0. 0003 0. 04 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 1.22 1. 13 0. 0007 
Education in America - evaluative scale 0.23 1. 80 0. 25 
Education in America - potency scale 0.003 1. 83 0. 02 
Parents of MC5S students - evaluative scale 0:23 1. 15 0, 17 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 0.52 1. 13 0. 43 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 1.94 0. 17 1. 65 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 1.40 0. 08 1. 49 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 0.34 1. 51 0. 00003 
Teachers at HCHS — potency scale 1.72 2. 71 0. 06 
The descriptive data for comparisons between previsit and post visit 
teachers and their age categories are individually exhibited in Tables 39 
through 54 of the Appendix. Table 10 presents a summary of the analysis 
of variance data and reveals that a highly significant difference was 
detected between the age categories for the total Education Scale concept 
and the community support of education concept. 
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Table 10. Summary of the analysis of variance F values^ for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teacher groups and teacher age 
groups of under 30 years old, 30 through 39 years old, and 40 
years old and older 
Teacher Teacher groups 
Concept aees X teacher ages 
Total education scale 8.49** 1.31 
Curriculum issues 0.26 1.93 
Community support of education 6.30** 0.64 
Community pressures 1.15 0.50 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 0.57 0.04 
Mason City Higih School - potency scale 1.12 0.61 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 2.18 0.21 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 0.19 0.35 
Education in America - evaluative scale 0.82 1.69 
Education in America - potency scale 0.42 0.009 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 0.82 1.23 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 1.28 2.51 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 0.80 0.57 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 0.75 0.71 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 0.38 0.52 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0.12 0.47 
^Where applicable in all tables in the text and Appendix; 
** = significant at or beyond the 1 percent level 
* = significant at or heyond the 5 percent level 
n.s. = no significance. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the teacher age categories and revealed that all age categories 
disagreed with the total Education Scale concept. 
Teachers under 30 years old disagreed most with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score and were followed by teachers 30 through 
39 disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
score, and by teachers 40 years old and older disagreeing least with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers 30 through 39 years of age and teachers 40 years old and older. 
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and between teachers under 30 years of age and teachers 40 years old and 
older. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the teacher age categories and revealed that all age categories 
agreed with the community support of education concept. Teachers under 
30 years old agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed by teachers 30 through 39 agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers 40 
years old and older agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowcSt mean score. Tîiê Scheffe test rcvsalcd îiiguly significsnt différ­
ences between all teacher age categories. 
No significant differences were detected between the teacher visit 
groups or teacher age categories for the other concepts. 
Individual tables presenting the descriptive data for comparisons 
between prévisit and post visit teachers and their degree categories are 
exhibited in Tables 55 through 70 of the Appendix. Table 11 presents a 
summary of the analysis of variance data for comparisons between prevlslt 
and post visit teachers and their degree categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the teacher degree categories and revealed that all categories disagreed 
with the total Education Scale concept. Bachelor degree teachers disagreed 
more with the concept and obtained the higher mean score, while teachers 
possessing a master's degree, or above, agreed more with the concept and 
obtained the lower mean score. 
The analysis of variance detected no significant differences between 
the categories of either group for the other concepts. 
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Table 11. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teacher groups and teacher 
degree categories of bachelor's degree, master's degree, or 
above 
Teacher Teacher groups x 
Concept degrees teacher degrees 
Total education scale 6. 01* 0. 00 
Curriculum issues 0. 99 2. 65 
Community support of education 1. 63 0. 03 
Community pressures 0. 026 0. ,10 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 1. 88 0. 06 
Mason City High School - potency scale 2. 34 0. ,52 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 1. 27 1. ,63 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 0. 01 0. ,56 
Education in America - evaluative scale 0. 04 0. 46 
Education in America - potency scale 2. 59 0. ,23 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 2. 84 2 ,  53 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 1. 24 0. ,32 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 0. 0005 2, .17 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 0. 16 0. ,18 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 3. 51 1. ,38 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0. 23 0, .11 
Individual tables presenting the descriptive data for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teachers and their Mason City High School 
teaching experience categories are exhibited in Tables 71 through S6 cf 
the Appendix. Table 12 presents a summary of the analysis of variance 
data for comparisons between previsit and post visit teacher groups and 
the MCHS teaching experience categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a hi^ly significant difference 
between the Mason City High School teaching experience categories for the 
total Education Scale and the community support of education concepts, 
and a significant difference for the community pressures concept. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the MCHS teaching experience categories for the total Education 
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Table 12. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teachers and teacher groups of 
under 4 years, 4 througfi 9 years, and 10 or more years MCHS 
teaching experience 
MCHS Teacher groups 
experi- x MCHS 
Concept ence experience 
Total education scale 5.87** 1. 44 
Curriculum issues 0.13 0. 15 
Community support of education 5.55** 1. 24 
Community pressures 3.72* 0. 45 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 1.04 0. 20 
Mason City High School - potency scale 0.05 1. 23 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 0.81 0. 35 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 0.10 0. 54 
Education in America - evaluative scale 2.38 1. 21 
Education in America - potency scale 0.83 0. 49 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 1.39 0. 28 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 0.98 1. 30 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 2.03 0. 04 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 0.39 1. 20 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 0.45 0. 01 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0.38 1. 88 
Scale concept and revealed that all categories disagreed with the concept. 
Teachers with three years or less MCHS experience disagreed most with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by teachers 
with four through nine years MCHS experience disagreeing less with the 
concept and obtaining the next hi^est mean score, and by teachers with 
10 or more years MCHS experience disagreeing least with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
the least experienced and most experienced MCHS teachers, and a highly 
significant difference between teachers with four througji nine years 
MCHS experience and those with 10 or more years MCHS experience. No 
significant difference was detected between teachers with three years 
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or less MCHS experience and those with four through nine years MCHS 
experience. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the MCHS teaching experience categories for the community support 
of education concept and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
concept. Teachers with three years or less MCHS experience agreed least 
with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by 
teachers with four through nine years MCHS experience agreeing more with 
the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers 
with 10 or more years HCHS experience agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between the 
least experienced and the most experienced MCHS teachers, and a highly 
significant difference between teachers with three years or less MCHS 
experience and teachers with four through nine years MCHS experience. 
No significant difference was detected between teachers with four through 
nine years MCHS experience and teachers with. 10 or more years MCHS 
experience. 
The analysis of variance for the community pressures concept revealed 
that all MCHS experience categories disagreed with the concept. Teachers 
with four through nine years disagreed most with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score, and were followed by teachers with 10 or more 
years MCHS experience obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers with three years or less MŒLS experience disagreeing least with 
the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
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The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with three years or less MCHS experience and teachers with four 
through nine years MCHS experience. No significant differences were 
detected between teachers with three years or less MCHS experience and 
teachers with 10 or more years MCHS experience or between teachers with 
four through nine years MCHS experience and teachers with 10 or more 
years MCHS experience. 
No significant differences were detected between the categories of 
either group for the other concepts. 
Individual tables presenting the descriptive data for comparisons 
between previsit and post visit teacher groups and their total teaching 
experience categories are exhibited in Tables 87 through 102 of the 
Appendix. Table 13 presents a summary of the analysis of variance data 
for comparisons between previsit and post visit teacher groups and their 
total teaching experience categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the total teaching experience categories for the total Education 
Scale concept and a significant difference for the community support of 
education concept. 
The highly significant difference between the total teaching 
experience categories for tlic total Education Scale concept ss detected 
by the analysis of variance revealed that all categories disagreed with 
the concept. Teachers with five years or less total experience disagreed 
most with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were 
followed by teachers with 6 through 14 years total experience disagreeing 
less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
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Table 13. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons 
between prévisit and post visit teachers and teacher groups of 
under 6 years, 6 through 14 years, and 15 or more years total 
teaching experience 
Total Teacher groups x 
Concept experience total experience 
Total education scale 7. 28** 0. 97 
Curriculum issues 0. 12 2, 00 
Community support of education 4. 00* 0. ,24 
Community pressures 1. 64 0. ,70 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 0. 851 0. ,003 
Mason City Hi^ School - potency scale 0. 56 0. ,31 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 1. 98 0. ,28 
Students at MŒS - potency scale 0. 09 0. ,37 
Education in America - evaluative scale 0. 91 1. 55 
Education in America - potency scale 0. 453 1, .049 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 1. 25 0. 95 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 0. 57 1. ,91 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 0. 88 0. 59 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 0. 50 1. 96 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 3. 09 0. 51 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0. 94 0. 17 
teachers with 15 or more years total experience disagreeing least with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers with 15 
or more years total experience, and a highly significant difference between 
teachers with 6 through 14 years total experience and teachers with 15 or 
more years total experience. No significant difference was detected 
between teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers 
with 6 througih 14 years total experience. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the total teaching experience categories for the community support of 
education concept and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
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concept. Teachers with five years or less total experience agreed least 
with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by 
teachers with 6 through 14 years total experience agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers with 
15 or more years total experience agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers with 15 
or more years total experience. 
No significant differences were detected between the categories of 
either group for the other concepts. 
Individual tables presenting the descriptive data for comparisons 
between student class year and student sex are exhibited in Tables 103 
through 118 of the Appendix. Table 14 presents a summary of the analysis 
of variance data for comparisons between student class year and student 
sex= 
The analysis of variance detected one highly significant difference 
and five significant differences between the categories. All other 
comparisons between the categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the sexes for the total Education Scale concept and revealed that 
both sexes disagreed with the concept. Female students disagreed more 
with the concept and obtained the higher mean score while male students 
disagreed less with the concept and obtained the lower mean score. No 
significant differences were detected between the sexes for the other 
concepts. 
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Table 14. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons 
between sophomore, junior, and senior class years and male 
and female students 
Student S tudent 
class S tudent class year x 
Concept vear sex student sex 
Total education scale 1.13 9.36** 1.17* 
Curriculum Issues 0.34 1.75 4.19 
Community support of education 4.31 0.35 0.66 
Community pressures 2.25 2.95 0.99 
Mason City High. School - evaluative scale 1.43 0.42 2.29 
Mason City High School - potency scale 1.13 0.45 0.59 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 1.45 0.19 3.26* 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 0.04 0.51 0.21 
Education in America - evaluative scale 0.31 0.34 1.61 
Education in America - potency scale 0.47 0.01 0.48 
Parents of MCSS students - evaluative seal s 2.26 0.03 2.13 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 0.41 0.06 2.04 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 1.86 0.15 2.93 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 0.35 0.01 4.15* 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 1.99 0.17 4.16* 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 2.37 0.0008 0.95 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between the 
student class year and student sex categories for the curriculum issues 
concept and revealed that both categories agreed with the concept. 
Female students agreed less with the concept than male students and 
obtained the higher mean score. Sophomore students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by juniors 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by seniors agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between sophomores 
and seniors. No significant differences were detected between the other 
class comparisons. 
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The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between the 
student class year categories for the community support of education con­
cept and revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Sophomores 
agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were 
followed by juniors agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by seniors agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors. No significant differences were detected between 
the other class comparisons. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the student class year and student sex categories on the evaluative scale 
of the semantic differential for the students at Mason City High School 
concept and revealed that both categories agreed with the concept. Female 
students agreed less with the concept than male students and obtained the 
higher mean score. Sophomore students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by juniors agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
seniors agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors and between juniors and seniors. No differences 
were detected for the other class comparisons. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the student class year and student sex categories on the potency scale 
of the semantic differential for the teacher home visits concept and 
55 
revealed that both categories disagreed with the concept. Male students 
disagreed more with the concept than female students and obtained the 
higher mean score. Junior students disagreed most with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by sophomores disagree­
ing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
seniors disagreeing least with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between juniors and 
seniors. No differences were detected between the other classes. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the student class year and student sex categories on the evaluative scale 
of the semantic differential for the concept teachers at Mason City High 
School and revealed that both categories agreed with the concept. Female 
students agreed less with the concept than male students and obtained the 
higher mean score. Junior students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by sophomores agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
seniors agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors and between juniors and seniors. No difference 
was detected for che comparison between sophomores and juniors. 
Table 15 presents a summary of the analysis of variance data for 
comparisons between previsit teachers and post visit teachers. The analy­
sis of variance detected no significant differences between the categories 
of either group for the concepts. 
Table 15. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons between prevlslt teachers and 
post visit teachers 
Prevlslt Post visit 
teachers (N=47) teachers (*=37) ANOV 
Concept Mean SD Mean SD F-value 
Total education scale 72.97 4.69 73.05 5.76 0.01 
Curriculum issues 10.70 1.31 10.91 1.11 0.64 
Community support of education 7.19 2.25 7.29 2.20 0.04 
Community pressures 15.87 1.74 16.10 1.80 0.36 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 12.91 5.39 12.83 4.01 0.005 
Mason City High School - potency scale 17.89 3.40 18.48 3.32 0.64 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 14.31 4.06 14.32 3.07 0.00 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 20.42 2.97 21.18 3.33 1.22 
Education in America - evaluative scale 18.00 5.17 18.54 5.02 0.23 
Education in America - potency scale 20.68 4.78 20.73 3.91 0.003 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 15.48 4.27 15.91 3.71 0.23 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 21.08 3.44 21.64 3.68 0.52 
Teacher home visits -- evaluative scale 15.06 5.49 13.54 4.22 1.94 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 21.76 4.03 20.78 3.39 1.40 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 13.23 3.88 13.73 3.76 0.34 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 19.59 4.09 20.73 3.70 1.72 
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Table 16 presents a summary of the analysis of variance data for 
comparisons between previsit parents and post visit parents. The analysis 
of variance detected a highly significant difference between previsit and 
post visit parents on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the Mason City High School concept and revealed that both groups agreed 
with the concept. Post visit parents agreed less with the concept than 
previsit parents and obtained the higher mean score. No significant 
differences were detected between the parent groups for the other 
concepts. 
Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between previsit parents and post visit parents, previsit parents 
and parents of post high school students, previsit parents and parents 
of junior high students, post visit parents and parents of post high 
school students, post visit parents and parents of junior high students, 
and parents of post high school students and parents of junior high 
students in Tables 119 through 134. Table 17 presents a summary of the 
analysis of variance data and indicates that no significant differences 
were detected between the groups. 
Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between the combined parent groups of parents of high school 
students, parents of post high school students, and parents of junior 
high school students in Appendix Tables 135 through 150. Table 18 
presents a summary of the analysis of variance and indicates that no 
significant differences were detected between the groups for the 
concepts evaluated. 
Table 16. Summary of the analysis of variance F values for comparisons between previslt parents and 
post visit parents 
Previslt Post visit 
parents (N=50) parents (N=81) ANOV 
Mean SD Mean SD F-value 
Total education scale 71.88 5.02 70.87 5.18 1.19 
Curriculum issues 11.16 1.25 11.30 1.17 0.46 
Community support of education 7.58 2.37 7.64 2.44 0.02 
Community pressures 15.12 2.43 15.53 1.91 
5.67** Mason City High School - evaluative scale 12.58 3.89 14.69 5.46 
Mason City High School - potency scale 18.90 3.50 19.27 4.09 0.28 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 14.90 3.72 16.43 5.19 3.29 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 20.76 3.10 20.95 3.89 0.09 
Education in America - evaluative scale 15.86 3.95 16.39 5.33 0.37 
Education in America - potency scale 20.12 3.93 19.58 4.43 0.49 
Parents of MŒS students - evaluative scale 16.28 4.43 16.14 4.72 0.02 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 21.62 4.08 22.48 4.73 1.13 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 15.28 4.96 16.46 8.06 0.88 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 23.30 4.50 24.29 5.31 1.22 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 13.48 4.07 15.12 6.09 2.84 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 20.38 4.62 21.46 4.13 1.96 
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Table 17. Summary of the analysis of variance F values between previsit 
parents and post visit parents, previsit parents and parents of 
post high school students, previsit parents and parents of 
junior high students, post visit parents and parents of post 
high school students, post visit parents and parents of junior 
higji students, and parents of post high school students and 
parents of junior high students 
Concept 
ANOV 
F-value 
Total education scale 0. ,58 
Curriculum issues 1. ,47 
Community support of education 1. ,01 
Community pressures 0. ,96 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 2. ,93 
Mason City High School - potency scale 0. ,62 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 1. ,21 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 1. 85 
Education in America - evaluative scale 1. 03 
Education in America - potency scale 0. 41 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 0. 40 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 1. ,42 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 1. 00 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 1. 36 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 1. 48 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0. 83 
Table 18. Summary of the analysis of variance F values between the com­
bined parent groups of parents of high school students, parents 
of post high school students, and parents of junior high students 
__ 
Concept F-value 
Total education scale 0. 35 
Curriculum issues 2. 05 
Community support of education 1. ,51 
Community pressures 0. 89 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 1. ,48 
Mason City High School - potency scale 0. ,81 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 0. ,19 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 2. 75 
Education in America - evaluative scale 1. 38 
Education in America - potency scale 0. 37 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 0. ,60 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 1. 54 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 1. 03 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 1, .38 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 0. 67 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0, .25 
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Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school 
students, and students in Appendix Tables 151 through 166. Table 19 
presents a summary of the analysis of variance and the Scheffe test 
results. 
The analysis of variance test detected 10 highly significant 
differences, two significant differences, and four nonsignificant 
differences for the concepts. The Scheffe test detected 24 highly 
significant differences and 10 significant differences between 1±ie 
categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories disagreed with 
the total Education Scale concept. Teachers disagreed most with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by previsit parents disagreeing less with the concept and obtain­
ing the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students 
disagreeing still less with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, and by students disagreeing least with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, and a significant difference between previsit 
parents and students. No significant differences were detected between 
the categories for the other comparisons. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
curriculum issues concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
Table 19. Summary of the analysis of variance F values between teachers, prevlsiL parents, 
parents of nonhlgh school students, and students 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Concept F-value ~f7PVP° T/PNHS!^ T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Total education scale 7.47** n.s. n.s. 10.39** n.s. 3.11* ^.s. 
Curriculum issues 4.41** n.s. n.s. 4.93.. n.s. n.s. 3.78 XX n A rCn 
Community support of education 29.99 n.s. n.s.^ 27.40 n.s. 14.18 28.41 
Community pressures 18.44** n.s. 2.90 25.48** n.s. 5.91** 7.91** 
Mason City High School-evaluative scale 13.27** n.s. n.s. 12.82* n.s. 10.37 7.93** 
Mason City High School-potency scale 1.59 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Students at MCHS-evaluative scale 23.21** n.s. n.s. 25.93 n.s. 13.92 13.95 
Students at MCHS-potency scale 1.29 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Education in America-evaluative scale 3.32* 3.10* 3.53* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Education in America-potency scale 2.79* n.s. n.s. 3.90** n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parents of MCHS students-evaluative scale 7.19** n.s. n.s. 8.13** n.s. 3.62* 4.86 
Parents of MCHS students-potency scale 0.79 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Teacher home visits-evaluative scale 16.85 n.s. 3.06* 20.88* n.s. 10.55 5.35 
Teacher home visits-potency scale 13.40** 2.87* 4.15* 19.70** n.s. 4.37^ 3.46* 
Teachers at MCHS-evaluative scale 4»55** n.s. n.s. 5.13 n.s. 3.45 n.s. 
Teachers at MCHS-potency scale 1.02 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
't/PVP = teachers/previsit parents 
T/PNHSS = teachers/parents of nonhigh school students 
T/S = teachers/students 
PVP/PNHSS = previsit parents/parents of nonhigh school students 
PVP/S = previsit parents/students 
PNHSS/S = parÉ'.nts of nonhigh school students/students. 
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obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
prevlsit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
of nonhigh school students and students. All other comparisons between 
the categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
community support of education concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by previsit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score» by teachers agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of 
nonhigh school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, teachers and students, 
and previsit parents and students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that three categories disagreed with 
the community pressures concept and that one category agreed with the 
concept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the 
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highest mean score, and were followed by parents of nonhigh school 
students disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, and by prévisit parents disagreeing least with the concept 
and obtaining the third highest mean score. Students agreed with the 
concept and obtained the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected three highly significant differences and 
one significant difference between the categories. The highly significant 
differences occurred between teachers and students, parents of nonhigh 
school students and students, and previsit parents and students. The sig­
nificant difference was detected between teachers and parents of nonhigh 
school students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the Mason City High School concept and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing 
still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by previsit parents agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, previsit parents and students, and parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. No significant differences were 
detected between the other categories. 
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"Hie analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the students at Mason City Hi^ School concept and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
parents of nonhigh school students agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by previsit parents agreeing .still 
more with the concept and obtaining the. next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
and previsit parents and students. No significant differences were 
detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential for the 
concept education in America and revealed that all categories agreed with 
the concept. 
Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score, and were followed in rank order by students agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest œeaû score, by parents of nonhigh 
school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and by previsit parents agreeing most with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of nonhigh school students and between teachers and previsit 
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parents. No significant differences were detected between the other 
categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential for the 
concept education in America and revealed that all categories agreed with 
the concept. Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by prévisit parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still more with the concept 
snd obtaining the next highest mean score, and by students agreeing most 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and that all other comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the concept parents of Mason City High School students and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were 
followed in rank order by prevlsit parents agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing still more with, the concept and obtaialag the next 
bluest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, and a significant 
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difference between previait parents and students. No significant 
differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
parents of nonhlgh school students agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by prevlsit parents agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, prevlsit parents and students, parents of nonhlgh 
school students and students. A significant difference was detected 
between teachers and parents of nonhlgh school students. No significant 
differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a higjily significant difference 
between the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that three categories 
agreed with the concept and one category disagreed with the concept. 
Parents of nonhlgh school students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the hi^est mean score, followed by prevlsit parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
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score. Students disagreed with, the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students and between previsit parents and students. Sig­
nificant differences were detected between teachers and parents of 
nonhigh school students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
and between teachers and previsit parents. No significant difference was 
detected between previsit parents and parents of nonhigh school students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the concept teachers at Mason City High School and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by previsit parents agreeing 
still mors vith the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score. 
and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between previsit 
parents and students. No significant differences were detected between 
the other categories. 
All other concepts not included in the description were not 
significant for the analysis of variance or the Scheffe test. 
The Scheffe test revealed that differences were frequently between 
student and adult groups. Twenty-eight of the 34, or slightly over 82 
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percent, of the Scheffe test values occurred between students and another 
group such as teachers, prevlsit parents, or parents of a nonhigh school 
student. The remaining Scheffe test values were detected between teachers 
and parent groups, teachers and previsit parents or between teachers and 
parents of nonhigh school students. 
Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school 
students, and students in Appendix Tables 167 through 182. Table 20 
presents a summary of the analysis of variance and Scheffe test results. 
No significant differences were detected for the analysis of variance or 
Scheffe tests between the various groups for concepts not included in the 
description. 
The analysis of variance detected nine highly significant differences, 
two significant differences, and no significant differences for five 
concepts. The Scheffe test revealed that most of the highly significant 
differences and most of the significant differences occurred as a result 
of student participation in the investigation. Approximately 81 percent, 
or 25 of the 31 Scheffe test values, occurred as a result of a comparison 
between either students and teachers, students and the post visit parents 
group, or students and the parents of a nonhigh school student group. 
Further examination of the Scheffe test values revealed that 10 highly 
significant differences occurred between teachers and students, six 
highly significant differences and one significant difference occurred 
between post visit parents and students, and seven highly significant 
differences and one significant difference occurred between parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. 
Table 20. Summary ol: the analysis of variance F values between teachers, post visit parents, 
parents oi: nonhlgh school students, and students 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Concept F-value T/PSVPa T/PNHHS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PS VP/S PNHSS/S 
Total education scale 
4.86** 
30.66** 
3.11* n.s. 
27.50** 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Curriculum issues 
Community support of education 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
19.09** 
16.49** 
3.94 
28.49 
Community pressures 22.65** 
9.91 
n.s. 3.13* 27.53** 
11.98 
n.s. 8.56 
Mason City High School-evaluative scale n.s. n.s. n.s. 2.87* 7.41 
Mason City High School-potency scale 
19.66 
n.s. n.s. . . 
24.39 
n.s. 
• * *  
n.s. 
Students at MCHS-evaluative scale 3.27* n.s. n.s. 7.85 13.12 
Students at MCHS-potency scale 1.30 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Education in America-evaluative scale 2.75* n.s. 3.35* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Education In America-potency scale 2.51** 
7.78 
n.s. n.s. n • s. *. 
8.25 
n.s. n.s. 
5.80 * 
n.s., 
Parents of MCHS students-evaluative scale n.s. n.s. n.s. 4.93 
Parents of MCHS students-potency scale 1.47 
14.04** 
12.56 
n.s. n.s. n«s.*. 
18.67** 
18.35 
4.80 
n.s. n.s.*. 
8.07 * 
8.07 
n.s. 
Teacher home visits-evaluative scale H'S.*. 
8.02 
n.s. 4.78' 
Teacher home visits-potency scale n.s. 4.78' 
Teachers at MCHS-evaluative scale 3.38* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Teachers at MCHS-potency scale 1.61 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
®T/psvP = teachers/post visit parents 
T/PNHSS = teachers/parents of nonhlgh school students 
T/S = teachers/students 
PSVP/PNHSS= post visit parents/parents of nonhlgh school students 
PSVP/S = post visit parents/students 
PNHSS/S = parents of nonhlgh school students/students. 
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The analysis of variance test detected a highly significant differ­
ence between the categories and revealed that all categories disagreed 
with the total Education Scale concept. Teachers disagreed most with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of nonhigh school students disagreeing less with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by students dis­
agreeing least with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between teachers and 
post visit parents. No significant differences were detected between the 
other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
curriculum issues concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by post 
visit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed s highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
of nonhigh school students and students. All other comparisons were not 
significant. 
The analysis of variance test detected a highly significant differ­
ence between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with 
71 
the community support of education concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by post visit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of 
nonhigh school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, teachers and students, 
and between post visit parents and students. All other comparisons were 
not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that three categories disagreed with 
the community pressures concept and one category agreed with the concept. 
Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the hi^est mean 
score- and were followed by post visit parents disagreeing less with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of 
nonhigh school students disagreeing least with the concept and obtaining 
the lowest mean score. Students agreed with the concept and obtained the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed three highly significant differences and 
one significant difference between the categories. The highly signifi­
cant differences were detected between teachers and students, post visit 
parents and students, and between parents of nonhigh school students and 
students. The significant difference was detected for the comparison 
between teachers and parents of nonhigh school students. 
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The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the concept Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by post visit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students 
agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining 
the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
and a significant difference between post visit parents and students. 
No significant differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the concept students at Mason City High School and revealed that 
all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by post visit parents agreeing more with, the concept and obtaining 
the next hi^est mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students 
agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
73 
and post visit parents and students. A significant difference was 
detected between teachers and post visit parents. No significant 
differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential for the concept education 
in America and revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. 
Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score, and were followed in rank, order by students agreeing more with 
the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by post visit 
parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of nonhigh school students. All comparisons between the 
other categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept parents of Mason City High School students and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next higihest mean score, by post visit parents agreeing 
still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
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teachers and students, post visit parents and students, and between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students. No significant 
differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that teachers and 
parents of nonhigh school students agreed with the concept, and that 
post visit parents and students disagreed with the concept. Parents of 
nonhigh school students agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
higher mean score, and were followed by teachers agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the lower mean score. Students disagreed more 
with the concept and obtained the higher mean score, and were followed by 
post visit parents disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the 
lower mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, post visit parents and students, teachers and post 
visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students and students, and between 
teachers and parents of nonhigh school students. No significant difference 
was detected between post visit parents and parents of nonhigh school 
students. 
Trie analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential for 
the concef^t teachers at Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. 
Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score, and were followed in rank order by post visit parents agreeing more 
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with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of 
nohhigh school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. No significant differences were detected between 
the other categories. 
Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between the combined groups of teachers, parents of high school 
students, parents of post high school students, parents of junior high 
students, and students in ^ pendix Tables 183 through 198. Table 21 
presents a summary of the analysis of variance and Scheffe test results. 
The analysis of variance detected nine highly significant differ­
ences, two significant differences, and no significant differences for 
five concepts. The Scheffe test revealed 10 highly significant differ­
ences bstwsen teachers and students, 13 highly significant differences and 
four significant differences between students and parent groups. 
Further examination of the Scheffe test values revealed that seven 
highly significant differences occurred between students and high school 
parents, four highly significant differences and one significant differ­
ence occurred between students and post high parents, two highly 
significant differences and three significant differences occurred between 
students and junior high parents, and two highly significant differences 
and three significant differences occurred between teachers and parent 
groups. All other comparisons were not significant. 
Table 21. Summary of the analysis, of variance F values between combined 
groups of teachers, parents of high.school students, parents of 
post high, students, parents of junfor high students, and students 
MOV 
Ctoncept F-value T/HSP° T/PHP T/JHP 
Total education scale 
'"Î 
24.42** 
16.47** 
9.15 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Curriculum issues n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Community support of education n.s. n.s. XI • S . ^  
Community pressures n.s. n.s. 2.45 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Mason City High School - potency scale 1.54 
16.65 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Students at MCKS - evaluative scale n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Students at MCHS - potency scale 1.62 n.s. . n.s. . n.s. 
Education in America - evaluative scale 3.24 2.52 2.93* n.s. 
Education in America - potency scale 2.10** 
6.59 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parents of HCES students - potency scale 1.25** 
12.52 
10.01** 
n.s. XI • S • n.s. 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 
n.s. 
5.11** 
u • s • 
8.14** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 3.13* n.s. XI • S • XI. S . 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 0.86 n.s. n.s. XI. s • 
^T/HSP = teachers/parents of high school students 
f/PHP = teachers/parents of post high students 
T/JHP = teachers/parents of junior high students 
T/S = teachers/students 
HSP/PHP = parents of high school students/parents of post high 
students 
HSP/JHP = parents of high school students/parents of junior high 
students 
HSP/S = parents of high, school students/students 
PHP/JHP = parents of post high students/parents of junior high 
students 
PHP/S = parents of post high students/students 
JHP/S = parents of junior high students/students. 
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Scheffe Test F-Value 
T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
7.06** n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
3.54*% 
18.66** 
17.61%% 
8.40 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
17.82** 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 
n.s. n.s. n.s. 10.02** 12.55' 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
11.53** 
5.73** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
4.41%% 
4.81** 
2.45 
n.s. 
n.s. 
17.11** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
10.78** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
4.25** 
n.s. 
6.43 
n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
n.s. 
5.76** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
5.24** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
H * S # 
2.77* 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
13.27** 
12.40** 
3.41** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
9.51** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
3.05 
n.s. n.s. 83.72** n.s. n.s. 2.99 
n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
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The following descriptions present the results for each concept 
evaluated by the individual groups reported in Table 21. Concepts not 
Included in the description were not significant for the analysis of 
variance or the Scheffe tests. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories disagreed with 
the total Education Scale concept. Teachers disagreed most with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of post high school si-udents disagreeing less with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high 
school students disagreeing still less with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, by parents of junior high school students 
disagreeing still less with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, and by students disagreeing least with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score1 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
curriculum issues concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
parents of high school students agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of post high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of junior 
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high school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
Ihe analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
community support of education concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of high school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
parents of junior high school students agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of 
post high school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining 
the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents of higji school students and students, 
parents of junior high students and students, and between parents of 
post high school students and students. All other comparisons were not 
significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that three categories disagreed with 
the community pressures concept and that two categories agreed with the 
concept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score, and were followed by parents of high school students 
disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
80 
score, and by parents of post high school students disagreeing least 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. Parents of 
junior high school students agreed least with the concept and obtained 
the higher mean score and were followed by students agreeing most with 
the concept and obtaining the lower mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected three highly significant differences and 
two significant differences between the categories. The highly signifi­
cant differences occurred between teachers and students, parents of high 
school students and students, and parents of post high students and 
students. The significant differences occurred between teachers and 
parents of junior high students and parents of junior high students and 
students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differen­
tial for the Mason City High School concept and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of junior high students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of post high school 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test detected highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, 
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and between parents of post high school students and students. All other 
comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept students at Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of high school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of post high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by parents of junior high students agreeing still more 
with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, 
parents of junior high students and students, and between parents of post 
high school students and students. All other comparisons were not 
significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential for 
the education in America concept and revealed that all categories agreed 
with the concept. Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by students 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of junior high students agreeing still more with the concept 
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and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by parents of post high school students agreeing 
most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
Ihe Scheffe test detected a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of post high school students and a significant difference 
between teachers and parents of high school students. All other 
comparisons were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept parents of Mason City High School students and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank 
order by parents of junior high students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high school 
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highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of post high school 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents of high school students and 
students. A significant difference was revealed between parents of 
post high school students and students. All other comparisons were not 
significant. 
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ITîe analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that all categories agreed 
with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score, and were followed by parents of post high school 
students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, by parents of junior high school students agreeing still more 
with, the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of 
high school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents of high school students and 
students. A significant difference was revealed between parents of 
junior high students and students. All other comparisons were not 
f "f 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that teachers, parents 
of high school students, and parents of junior high school students agreed 
with the concept and that parents of post high school students and 
students disagreed with the concept. Parents of high school students 
agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and 
were followed by parents of junior high students agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next bluest mean score, and by teachers 
agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
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Students disagreed more with the concept and obtained the higher mean 
score and parents of post high school students disagreed less with the 
concept and obtained the lower mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of high school students and students, teachers and students, 
teachers and parents of post high school students, and between teachers 
and parents of high school students. A significant difference was 
detected between parents of junior high school students and students. 
All other comparisons were not signifi <"ant. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential for 
the concept teachers at Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
parents of junior high students agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high school students 
agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
score, by parents of post high school students agreeing still more with 
the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers 
agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
Individual tables present the analysis of variance data for compari­
sons between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students in 
Appendix Tables 199 through 214. Table 22 presents a summary of the 
analysis of variance and Scheffe test results. 
Table 22. Summary of the analysis of variance F values between combined groups of teachers, 
parents, and students 
Concept 
Total education scale 
Curriculum Issues 
Community support of education 
Community pressures 
Mason City High School - evaluative scale 
Mason City High School - potency scale 
Students at MCHS - evaluative scale 
Students at MCHS ~ poCency scale 
Education in America - evaluative scale 
Education in America potency scale 
Parents of MCHS students - evaluative scale 
Parents of MCHS students - potency scale 
Teacher home visits - evaluative scale 
Teacher home visits - potency scale 
Teachers at MCHS - evaluative scale 
Teachers at MCHS - potency scale 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test F-value 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
10.89 
5.62 
47.52 
31.97 
17.01 
2.18 
33.26 
0.63 
5.31 
3.86' 
12.78 
0.82  
24.18** 
** 
** 
** 
18.54 
5.79 
1.49 
** 
** 
T/pa 
** 
6.86** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
6.27 
n.s. 
n.s. 
4.23 
n.s. 
9.54 
3.18* 
n.s. 
15.70** 
n.s. 
n.s. 
** 
T/S 
21.26 
10.60 
55.93 
52.83 
25.17 
n.s. 
51.53 
n.s. 
n.s. 
7.72 
17.32 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
n.s. 
39.83** 
37.15 
10.27** 
n.s. 
P/S 
7.05 
4.65' 
79.75 
38.50 
23.89 
n.s. 
44.14 
n.s. 
4.50* 
n.s. 
19.52 
n.s. 
29.21 
301.70 
5.98 
n.s. 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
** 
^T/P = teachers/parents 
T/S = teachers/«students 
P/S = parents/students. 
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The analysis of variance detected 11 highly significant differences, 
one significant difference, and no significant differences for four con­
cepts. The Scheffe test revealed 11 highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, nine highly significant diffemces and two signifi­
cant differences between parents and students, and five highly significant 
differences and two significant differences between teachers and students. 
All other comparisons were not significant. 
The following descriptions report the results for each concept 
evaluated by the individual groups presented in Table 22. Concepts not 
included in the descriptions were not significant for the analysis of 
variance or the Scheffe tests. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories disagreed with the 
total Education Scale concept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents dis­
agreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by students disagreeing least with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
curriculum issues concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
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teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
Bcore. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between parents and 
students. No significant difference was detected between teachers and 
parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a higfily significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the 
community support of education concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lew est 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents and students and a highly significant difference between teachers 
and students- No significant difference was detected between teachers and 
parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories and revealed that two categories disagreed with the 
community pressures concept and that one category agreed with the concept. 
Teachers and parents disagreed with the concept aad students agreed with 
the concept. Teachers disagreed more with the concept and obtained the 
higher mean score and were follcwed by parents disagreeing less with 
the concept and obtaining the lower mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teachers and parents. 
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The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the Mason City High School concept and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
and students. No significant difference was detected between teachers 
and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept students at Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categcriss agreed vith the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
and students. A significant difference was detected between teachers and 
parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
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for the education In America concept and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
parents agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and parents and a significant difference between parents and 
students. No significant difference was detected between teachers and 
8 tudents. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential for the 
education in America concept and revealed that all categories agreed with 
the concept. Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next hi^est mean score, and by students agreeing 
most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between teachers and 
parents. No significant difference was detected between parents and 
students. 
"Hie analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept parents of Mason City High School students and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and were follcwred by 
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parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, and fay teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining 
the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents and students and between teachers and students. No significant 
difference was detected between teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the potency scale of the semantic differential 
for the teacher home visits concept and revealed that two categories 
agreed with the concept and that one category disagreed with the concept. 
Teachers and parents agreed with the concept and students disagreed with 
the concept. Parents agreed least with the concept and obtained the higher 
mean score, and were followed by teachers agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the lower mean score. Students disagreed with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score. 
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The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
parents and students, teachers and and teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the categories on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
for the concept teachers at Mason City High School and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score, and were followed by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents and students. No significant 
difference was detected between teachers and parents. 
An interpretation of the results is presented for each concept and 
for each group in the Discussion chapter. 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this investigation was to determine the attitude of 
teachers, parents and students toward teacher home visits and other 
educational topics in an Iowa school district. 
A review of literature revealed that very little recent or signifi­
cant research exists concerning the topic. Most literature reviewed was 
subject oriented and frequently represented individual case studies which 
were generally anecdotal and without statistical support. 
Home visits and other forms of home-school contact were quite 
popular during the 1920's, 30's and 40's, and were frequently associated 
with a social occasion. Home visitation all but subsided during the 
1950's and 60's, and it was determined that research should be conducted 
in a district for an entire school to evaluate the attitudes of the 
respondents during the 1970's. 
Mason City High School is considered innovative and, in 1972, the 
faculty and administration initiated a home-school contact project 
entitled Outreach - MCSS (More Contact Home and School). The purpose of 
the project was to examine the effectiveness of the educational program 
by sharing successful and effective ideas with faculty members and to 
obtain parent involvement. 
Project Outreach - MCHS was developed so faculty members could 
explain, in the parental home of the students, the school's objectives, 
educational philosophy, programs of study and policies. The faculty 
members also provided any additional information, as determined by the 
scope of the visit, concerning the school, its programs and future 
career or higher education opportunities for the student. 
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As a result of the project an assessment was considered relevant 
for future consideration by administrators, faculty, parents and students. 
It was hoped that this research could determine the attitudes and 
opinions of those individuals included in the Investigation toward 
teacher home visits and other educational topics. 
As a result five questions were asked: 
1. Is there a significant difference among various groups in their 
opinions toward education as measured by the Education Scale? 
2. Is there a significant difference in opinion among various 
groups on any of the subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire? 
3. Is there a significant difference among various groups in 
opinion as measured by the semantic differential toward the 
following concepts? 
A. A public high school 
B. Students at a public high school 
C. Education in America 
D. Parents of public high school students 
E. Teacher home visits 
F. Teachers at a public high school 
4. Is there a significant difference in opinion between teacher 
groups as measured by the Education Scale, on any of the 
subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, or as measured by 
the semantic differential when the demographic variables of 
sex, age, degree and experience are considered? 
5. Is there a significant difference in opinion between student 
groups as measured by the Education Scale on any of the 
subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire or as measured by 
the semantic differential when the demographic variables of 
sex and class are considered? 
A three part investigative questionnaire was developed from existing 
instruments and incorporated, totally or partially, from the Education 
Scale, Purdue Teacher Opinionaire and semantic differential technique. A 
description and discussion of the concept results follow a heading 
denoting each concept evaluated by the various groups. 
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Education Scale Concept 
The Education Scale comprised the first section of the questionnaire 
and the analysis of variance detected eight highly significant differences 
and one significant difference between the respondent categories. 
Teacher age variable 
Comparison of teacher results by age categories for the total Educa­
tion Scale concept revealed that teachers under 30 years old disagreed 
most with the concept and obtained the highest mean score. Teachers 30 
through 39 disagreed less with the concept and obtained the next highest 
mean score, while teachers 40 years old and older disagreed least with 
the concept and obtained the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers 30 through 39 years of age and teachers 40 years old and older, 
and between teachers under 30 years of age and teachers 40 years old and 
older. No significant difference was detected between teachers under 30 
years old and 30 through 39 years old. 
The results indicate that the youngest teachers and the mid-age range 
teachers share a similar opinion of the concept as compared with the 
oldest teachers. The assumption that the differences resulted primarily 
from traditional differences associated with youth and age should not be 
discounted. 
Teacher degree variable 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the teacher degree categories and revealed that all degree categories 
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disagreed with the total Education Scale concept. Bachelor degree teachers 
disagreed most with the concept and obtained the higher mean score while 
teachers possessing a master's degree, or above, disagreed less with the 
concept and obtained the lower mean score. 
Mason City High School teaching experience variable 
Comparison of teacher experience results revealed that all MCHS 
teaching experience categories disagreed with the total Education Scale 
concept. Teachers with three years or less MCHS experience disagreed 
most with the concept and obtained the highest mean score. Teachers 
with four through nine years MCHS experience disagreed less with the 
concept and obtained the next highest mean score, while teachers with 
10 or more years MCHS experience disagreed least with the concept and 
obtained the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
the least experienced and most experienced MCHS teachers and a highly 
significant difference between teachers with four through nine years MCHS 
experience and teachers with 10 or more years MCHS experience. No 
significant difference was detected between teachers with three years or 
less MCHS experience and teachers with four through nine years MCHS 
experience. 
Total teaching experience variable 
Comparison of the results for total teaching experience revealed a 
response pattern similar to the MCHS teaching experience variable in that 
all categories disagreed with the total Education Scale concept. Teachers 
with five years or less total experience disagreed most with the concept 
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and obtained the highest mean score. Teachers with 6 through 14 years 
total experience disagreed less with the concept and obtained the next 
highest mean score, while teachers with 15 or more years total experience 
disagreed least with the concept and obtained the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers with 15 
years or more total experience and a highly significant difference between 
teachers with 6 through 14 years total experience and teachers with 15 
or more years total experience. No significant difference was detected 
between teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers 
with 6 through 14 years total experience. 
Teacher variable summarv 
Eight highly significant differences and one significant difference 
were detected between the variable categories for the total Education 
Scale. 
The results indicated that the youngest least experienced teachers, 
generally with a bachelor's degree, disagreed more with the concept and 
obtained the higher mean scores, while the oldest most experienced teachers 
generally with a master's degree, or above, disagreed less with the concept 
and obtained the lower mean scores. 
The results illustrate the traditional differences usually associated 
with comparisons between categories of age, degrees, and experience. The 
results should not be considered unique but should be regarded as an 
expected occurrence within a balanced independent faculty. 
It should be further noted that response patterns for the variables 
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of age, MCHS experience, and total experience are quite similar, with the 
first level and middle level of the variable being highly significantly 
different from the last level, and with no difference being found between 
the first two levels. This pattern should be expected, however, because 
teacher age, MCHS experience, and total experience are related variables. 
Students 
A highly significant difference was detected between the sexes on 
the total Education Scale and revealed that both sexes disagreed with the 
concept. Female students disagreed most with the concept and obtained the 
higher mean score while male students disagreed less with the concept and 
obtained the lower mean score. No particular reason or specific conclu­
sions are offered for the results obtained between the sexes. 
Other group comparisons 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
for the comparison between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigjh 
school students, and students. A highly significant difference was also 
detected for the comparison between teachers, post visit parents, parents 
of nonhigh school students, and students for the total Education Scale 
concept. 
Bie analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students and revealed that all categories disagreed with the total 
Education Scale concept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by 
previsit parents disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the 
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next hi^est mean score and by students disagreeing least with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between prévisit 
parents and students. No significant differences were detected between 
the categories for the other Scheffe test comparisons. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students for the total Education Scale concept and revealed that all 
categories disagreed with the total Education Scale concept. Teachers 
disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, and 
were followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school students dis­
agreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by post visit parents disagreeing still less with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, and by students disagreeing least with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between teachers and 
post visit parents. No significant differences were detected between the 
other categories for the Scheffe test. 
Other group comparisons summairy 
The results for both prévisit and post visit parent groups may have 
occurred due to the varied experiences and overall knowledge of the 
concept as perceived by the evaluating groups. Knowledge of the pro­
fession and general experience with the concept may account for the highly 
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significant differences between teachers and students. Hie significant 
difference between previslt parents and students may be representative of 
age and experience for parents. The results for the various group 
comparisons with, students likely occurred due to the differences in age 
and experience between the groups and students. The investigation 
failed to identify a reason for the significant difference between 
teachers and post visit parents and no explanation is offered. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
on the total Education Scale between teachers, parents of high school 
students, parents of post high school students, parents of junior high 
students, and students and revealed that all categories disagreed with 
the concept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score, and were followed in rank order by post high 
parents disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, by high school parents disagreeing still less with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by students 
disagreeing least with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All other comparisons were not significant. 
Most differences may be attributed to teacher-student and parent-
student comparisons and the results should not be considered unusual. 
The greatest number of significant or highly significant differences 
usually occurred for comparisons between a particular group and students. 
Similar groups tended to obtain similar scores and comparisons between 
similar groups generally revealed results which were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
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between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students and 
revealed that all categories disagreed with the total Education Scale con­
cept. Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest 
mean score and were followed in rank order by parents disagreeing less with 
the concept and obtaining the next higjhest mean score and by students dis­
agreeing least with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teadiers and parents. 
The results revealed that scores were frequently representative of 
specific groups. Teachers reacted to and evaluated the concept as a 
group of teachers, parents as a group of parents, and students as a group 
of students. Comparisons between similar groups, such as parents and 
teachers, were frequently not significant. Comparisons between dissimilar 
groups, such as students and parents or students and teachers, frequently 
found students reacting with both groups and, therefore, the number of 
significant or highly significant differences was increased. The number of 
significant differences suggests that comparisons between students, 
teachers, and parents may represent Individual or group biases and the 
evaluations may be influenced by age, experience, or authority. 
Subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
Three subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire comprised the 
second section of the questionnaire and the analysis of variance detected 
14 highly significant differences and four significant differences between 
the respondent categories. 
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Curriculum Issues concept 
The analysis of variance failed to detect significant differences 
between teacher groups for the variable categories of sex, age, degree, 
and teaching experience. The analysis of variance also failed to detect 
significant differences between various parent groups. Four highly 
significant differences were obtained for comparisons between various 
parent groups, teachers, and students. One significant difference was 
obtained for the student class year and student sex comparison. 
Students 
A significant difference was detected between student class year and 
student sex for the curriculum issues concept and revealed that both 
categories agreed with the concept. Female students agreed less with the 
concept than male students and obtained the higher mean score. Sophomore 
students agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score 
and were followed in rank order by juniors agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score and by seniors agreeing most 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest laean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between sophomores 
and seniors. No significant differences were detected between the other 
class comparls ons. 
Student reaction to the curriculum issues concept should not be 
considered unusual. The sophomore student mean score may be attributed 
to their youth, inexperience, and recent exposure to the high school 
system and curriculum. The Individual and group mean scores of the 
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upperclassmen may represent their experience, knowledge, and understanding 
of the curriculum issues concept within the school systém. 
Other group comparisons 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students. A highly significant difference was also detected between 
teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students for the curriculum issues concept. 
For the comparison between previsit parents and the other groups 
the analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference between 
the categories and revealed that all categories agreed with the curriculum 
issues concept. Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score and were followed in rank order by previsit parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
of nonhigh school students and students. All other comparisons between 
the categories were not significant for the Scheffe test. 
For the comparison between post visit parents and the other groups 
the analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students and revealed that all categories agreed with the curriculum 
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Issues concept. Students agreed least with, the concept and obtained the 
highest mean score and were followed in rank order by post visit parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
of nonhigh school students and students. All comparisons between the 
other categories were not significant for the Scheffe test. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of nonhigh school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high students, and students and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the curriculum issues concept. 
Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by parents of high school students 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of post high school students agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing 
still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
and by parents of junior high school students agreeing most with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All comparisons between the other categories 
were not significant for the Scheffe test. 
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The differences obtained between teachers and students may have 
occurred due to the frequent group contact and proximity of each group to 
the educational environment and may have influenced the interpretation of 
the concept for each group. The results obtained for comparisons between 
students and parents of nohhigh school students are understandable since 
those parents would be somewhat removed from the current educational 
environment and probably not as familiar with, the current curriculum 
issues. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parants, and students and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the curriculum issues concept. 
Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by parents agreeing more with 
the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score and by teachers 
agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between parents and 
students. No significant difference was detected between teachers and 
parents. 
The concept results indicate that differences frequently occurred 
as a result of the inclusion of student data and compatisoas between 
parent and teacher data. 
Group comparisons summary 
The difference in opinion detected between teachers and students and 
between parents of nonhigh school students and students may be due to the 
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teachers' experience, education, and familiarity with the concept 
terminology as contrasted to the students' inexperience, age, and 
education. The comparison between parents of nonhigh school students 
and students may be considered somewhat differently since comparisons 
were between relatively inexperienced groups. Parents were relatively 
inexperienced in terms of familiarity with a student's high school 
curriculum and students in terms of age and experience. Many parents 
of nonhigh school students may have responded to the concept in reference 
to their own high school experiences, experiences of students recently 
graduated, information based on opinions of current students, or to 
hears^ from other sources. Informing particular parental groups about 
the curriculum is suggested and should be encouraged and implemented 
through a special effort as determined by the administration. A method 
of providing current educational information concerning the high school 
curriculum should be initiated and included with other pertinent informa­
tion late in the ninth grade or during the summer previous to the 
sophomore year. 
Community support of education concept 
The analysis of variance detected six highly significant differences 
and two significant differences between the various groups for the 
community support of education concept. Comparisons between teacher groups 
revealed highly significant differences for the variables of age and MCHS 
experience, while a significant difference was detected for the total 
teaching experience variable. The other highly significant and signifi­
cant differences occurred for comparisons between other groups. 
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Teacher age variable 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the teacher age categories and revealed that all categories agreed 
with the community support of education concept. Teachers under 30 years 
old agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score 
and were followed in rank order by teachers 30 through 39 agreeing more 
with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score and by 
teachers 40 years old and older agreeing most with the concept and obtain­
ing the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed that all comparisons between the teacher 
age categories were highly significant. 
Mason City High School teaching experience variable 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the MCHS teaching experience categories and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Teachers with three years or less 
MCHS experience agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest 
mean score and were followed in rank order by teachers with four through 
nine years MCHS experience agreeing more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score and by teachers with 10 or more years MCHS 
experience agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between the 
least experienced and the most experienced MCHS teachers and a highly 
significant difference between teachers with three years or less MCHS 
experience and teachers with four through nine years MCHS experience. 
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No significant difference was detected between teachers with four through 
nine years MCHS experience and teachers with 10 or more years MCHS 
experience. 
Total teaching experience 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the total teaching experience categories and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Teachers with five years or less total teaching 
experience agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by teachers with 6 through 14 
years total experience agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score and by teachers with 15 or more years total 
experience agreeing most with the concept and obtaining &e lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with five years or less total experience and teachers with 15 
or more years total experience. No significant differences were detected 
beteeen the other categories. 
Teacher variable summary 
The results for the variables of age, MCHS teaching experience, 
and total teaching experience should not be considered unusual. The 
pattern of the highest mean score being achieved by the youngest and 
least experienced teacher groups as compared with the lowest mean score 
being obtained by the oldest and most experienced teacher groups empha­
sizes traditional divisions frequently associated between the groups, and 
Scheffe test results st4>stantiated the differences by the values obtained. 
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There are, however, additional aspects which must be considered for 
the concept and for this particular investigation. Mason City is a fairly 
conservative community whose educational system has been readily and 
frequently supported through the years. Residents take pride in a well 
supported education system which is progressive and open to prudent 
suggestions but not quickly or frequently altered. Therefore, the 
teacher response results for the community support of education concept 
may indicate that the youngest and least experienced teachers are not 
fully aware of the community support given to the school system while 
the oldest and most experienced teachers are mors cognizant of this 
support. 
Students 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
student class years for the community support of education concept and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Sophomores agreed 
lease wich che concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed, in rank order by juniors agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score and by seniors agreeing most with 
the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors and no significant differences between the other 
class comparisons. 
The student results may indicate that as a student matures and 
gains educational experience, he becomes more cognizant of the educational 
support received from the community. Differences in student opinion tend 
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to be greatest between senior and sophomore students and are likely due 
to age, maturity, experience, and educational awareness. 
Other group comparisons 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students and revealed that all categories agreed with the community 
support of education concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by 
previsit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and 
obtaining the next hi^est mean score, and by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, teachers and students, 
and previsit parents and students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students and revealed that all categories agreed with the community 
support of education concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by 
post visit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
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The Scbeffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, teachers and students, 
and post visit parents and students. Comparisons between all other 
categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents of nonhigh school 
students, parents of post high school students, parents of junior high 
students, and students and revealed that all categories agreed with 
the community support of education concept. Students agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents of high school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
parents of junior high students agreeing still more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of post high 
school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, 
parents of junior high students and students, and parents of post high 
school students and students. All other comparisons between the 
categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the community support of 
education concept. Students agreed least with the concept and obtained 
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the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score and by 
teachers agreeing most with, the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents and students and between teachers and students. No significant 
difference was detected between teachers and parents. 
Other group comparisons summary 
The concept results indicate that student data do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions of a teacher group or a parental group. Students 
may be reacting to isolated incidents, within the concept, and not to 
the total concept. Therefore, their responses may represent the 
reactive evaluations of youth and inexperience in several areas. 
The Scheffe results revealed that the differences occurred between 
parents and students and between teachers and students, and not between 
parents and teachers. The results suggest that teachers and parents 
are aware of the community support of education and that students are 
basing their evaluations on other information. 
Community pressures concept 
The analysis of variance detected four highly significant differences 
and one significant difference between the various groups for the 
community pressures concept. 
Mason City High School teaching experience variable 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the MCHS teaching experience categories and revealed that all categories 
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disagreed with the concept. Teachers with four through nine years MŒS 
experience disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by teachers with 10 or more years 
MCHS experience disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by teachers with three years or less MCHS experience 
disagreeing least with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers with three years of less MCHS experience and teachers with four 
through nine years experience. No significant differences were detected 
between teachers with four through nine years MCHS experience and teachers 
with 10 or more years MCHS experience. 
Teacher variable summary 
Explanation of the differences between teachers in the mid-range of 
MCHS teaching experience and teachers with the least MCHS teaching 
experience may be subject to conjecture. Teachers with the least MCHS 
teaching experience may have insufficient experieace to have concluded 
that specific community pressures have been encountered, whereas teachers 
with the most MCHS teaching experience indicate certain community 
pressures have been experienced. Teachers in the mid-range of MCHS 
teaching experience may be near the range extremes of the least 
experienced and most experienced categories and either tended to 
fractionalize the group, or sufficient teachers in the mid-range of MCHS 
teaching experience may be uncertain of the conditions constituting 
community pressures and vacillated. 
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Other group comparisons 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant dif^?r?nce 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students and revealed that three categories disagreed with the 
community pressures concept and that one category agreed with the concept. 
Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school 
students disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score and by previsit parents disagreeing least with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. Students agreed with the concept and 
obtained the lowest mean score. 
Hie Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
and previsit parents and students. The Scheffe test also revealed a 
significant difference between teachers and parents of nonhigh school 
students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students and revealed that three categories disagreed with the commu­
nity pressures concept, and that one category agreed with the concept. 
Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by post visit parents disagreeing 
less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score and by 
parents of nonhigh school students disagreeing least with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. Students agreed with the concept 
and obtained the lowest mean score. 
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The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, post visit parents and students, and parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. The significant difference was 
detected between teachers and parents of nonhi^ school students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents of high school students, 
parents of post high school students, parents of junior high students, 
and students and revealed that three categories disagreed with the 
community pressures concept and two categories agreed with the concept. 
Teachers disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean 
score and were followed in rank order by parents of high school students 
disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
score and by parents of post high school students disagreeing least with 
the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. Parents of junior higjx 
students agreed less with the concept and obtained the higher mean score 
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score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, and 
parents of post high school students and students. The significant 
differences occurred between teachers and parents of junior high 
students and between parents of junior high students and students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students and 
revealed that teachers and parents disagreed with community pressures 
concept and that students agreed with the concept. Teachers disagreed 
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more with the concept and obtained the higher mean score and parents 
disagreed less with the concept and obtained the lower mean score. 
Students agreed with the concept and obtained the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teachers and parents. 
Other group comparisons summary 
The results indicate that teachers and parent groups do not believe 
that community pressures exist on the teachers or on the school system, 
but community pressures are believed to exist by students. Students as 
compared with teachers and parents may not be totally aware of the 
foundations of the community power structure and the elements constituting 
community pressures. No detailed inquiry is suggested by the faculty or 
administration to ascertain what pressures are believed to exist in the 
community by students. 
The Semantic Differential 
The semantic differential comprised the third section of the 
questionnaire and the analysis of variance detected 24 highly significant 
and 10 significant differences between the categories. 
Mason City High School concept 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between previsit parents and post visit parents on the evaluative scale 
of the semantic differential and revealed that both groups agreed with 
the concept. Post visit parents agreed less with the concept than 
previsit parents and obtained the higher mean score. All other concept 
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comparisons between previsit parents and post visit parents were not 
significant. The results may indicate that parents of current high 
school students based their evaluation of the concept on a criterion 
distinctly separate from the other groups. A follow-up investigation 
may be warranted and further study may be justified. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. 
Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the highest =esn 
score and were followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score and by previsit parents agreeing most with 
the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, previsit parents and students, and parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. No significant differences were 
detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by post visit parents agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh 
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school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
and a significant difference between post visit parents and students. No 
significant differences were detected between the other categories for the 
Scheffe test. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post high 
school students, parents of junior high students, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents of junior high students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
parents of post high school students agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, and 
between parents of post high school students and students. No other 
comparisons between the categories were significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
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categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a highly significant difference between parents 
and students. No significant difference was detected between teachers 
and parents. 
No significant differences occurred for the concept on the potency 
scale of the semantic differential for any comparisons between the 
respective groups. 
Mason City High School concept summary 
For the concept all comparisons which revealed either significant 
differences or highly significant differences occurred between students 
arid aOmc Other group on the evaluative scale cf the semantic differential. 
No significant differences were detected between teachers and parent 
groups and the results indicate that the concept was evaluated by the 
two groups as collective adult members of the community and not 
specifically or individually as teachers or parents. The results between 
students and adult groups likely represent the traditional differences 
frequently associated between adults with years of varied experiences and 
in positions of authority as contrasted with students lacking experience, 
continuing their education, and establishing new learning experiences. 
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Students at Mason City High School concept 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
student class year and student sex on the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential and revealed that both categories agreed with the concept. 
Female students agreed less with the concept than male students and 
obtained the higher mean score. Sophomore students agreed least with the 
concept and were followed in rank order by juniors agreeing more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score and by seniors agreeing 
most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Schaffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors and a significant difference between juniors and 
seniors. No significant difference was detected between sophomores and 
juniors. 
Students summary 
Only comparisons between students were significant and should be 
expected for a concept involving peer evalua&ioa. No significant differ­
ences were detected between teacher and parent groups for the concept. 
Analysis of student data revealed that class mean scores followed 
lines of class rank with sophomores agreeing least with the concept and 
obtaining the highest mean score and seniors agreeing most with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. The results indicate that the senior 
and junior class responses were based on the benefit of their total high 
school experience, whereas the sophomore class responses were based on 
inexperience with the high school, their current experiences, or 
anticipated experiences. 
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Other comparison groups 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
previsit parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences for 
comparisons between teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school 
students and students, and previsit parents and students. No significant 
differences were detected for comparisons between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score, followed in 
rank order by post visit parents agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
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teachers and students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, 
post visit parents and students, and a significant difference between 
teachers and post visit parents. No significant differences were detected 
between the other categories for the Scheffe test. The Scheffe test 
comparison between teachers and previsit parents was not significant and 
no particular explanation is offered for the results. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post high 
school students, parents of junior high students, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents of high school students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of post high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score; by parents of junior high students agreeing still more 
with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers 
agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents of high school students and students, 
parents of junior high students and students, and parents of post high 
school students and students. All other comparisons between the categories 
were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
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categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by 
parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean 
score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents and students, and a significant 
difference between teachers and parents. 
Students at Mason City High School concept summary 
The results should not be considered unusual since students, teachers, 
and parents would usually be expected to respond quite differently to the 
concept. Evaluation and responses to the concept may have occurred as a 
result of generation differences as much, or perhaps more, than any 
specific reaction to any one issue within the concept. 
For the concept all significant and highly significant differences 
occurred on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential while all 
comparisons between all groups were not significant on the potency scale. 
Education in America concept 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
teachers, previait parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score- by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing still 
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more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by 
previsit parents agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of nonhigh school students and between teachers and previsit 
parents. No significant differences were detected between the other 
categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students on the potency scale of the semantic differential and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by previsit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and 
by students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. All comparisons between the other categories were 
not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed 
that all categories agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with 
the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by students agreeing mors with the concept and obtaining the next 
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highest mean score, by post visit parents agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by parents of 
nonhigh school students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining 
the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of nonhigh school students. All comparisons between the other 
categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the combined groups of teachers, parents of high school students, parents 
of post high school students, parents of junior high students and students 
on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by parents of junior hi^ students agreeing still more 
with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of 
high school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining 
the next higjhest mean score, and by parents of post high school students 
agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test detected a significant difference between teachers 
and parents of post high school students and between teachers and students. 
All other comparisons between the categories were not significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Teachers agreed least with the 
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concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by parents agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and parents and a significant difference between parents and 
students. No significant difference was detected between teachers and 
students. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the potency 
scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all categories agreed 
with the concept. Teachers agreed least with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by parents agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining and next highest mean score and by 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between teachers and 
parents. No significant difference was revealed between parents and 
students. 
Education in America concept summary 
Interpretation of the concept results for both scales of the 
semantic differential may he representative of an evaluation of the 
concept by professional educators as compared to the evaluation of the 
concept by a group of lay persons. A comparison of the student values 
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as contrasted with the parent and teacher values indicates that students 
may lack the experience and knowledge to fully assess the concept. The 
analysis of the responses for the concept is not to be interpreted as a 
negative assessment of the groups but a condition attributed primarily 
to youth and inexperience for students and a lack of experience for the 
parent groups. 
Parents of Mason City High School concept 
All groups evaluated the concept and no significant differences were 
detected for the analysis of variance between teacher groups, parent 
groups, or students on the evaluative scale or the potency scale of the 
semantic differential. Four highly significant differences were detected 
between other specific groups on the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential and are described individually. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by previsit parents agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students, and a significant 
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difference between pfevisit parents and students. No significant differ­
ences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
post visit parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining 
the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the 
concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, post visit parents and students, and parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. No significant differences were 
detected between the other categories, 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post high 
school students, parents of junior high school students, and students 
on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that 
all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents of junior high students agreeing more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, by teachers agreeing still more with the concept and 
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obtaining the next highest mean score and by parents of post high school 
students agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents of high school students and 
students. A significant difference was revealed between parents of post 
high school students and students. No significant differences were 
detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between all teachsrs, all parents ^ and all students on the evaluative 
scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all categories 
agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score 
and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the lowest 
mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents and students and between teachers and students. No significant 
difference was detected between teachers and parents. 
Parents of Mason City High School students concept summary 
The results indicate that while all groups agreed with the concept a 
difference of opinion existed between each group for the concept. Each 
group would be expected to respond to the concept quite differently and 
the results are indicative of the assertion. Student results, as an 
expected example, may be a reaction to parental or teacher influence and 
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authority as much as any adolescent influence and interpretation of the 
concept. 
Teacher home visits concept 
All groups evaluated the concept and no significant differences were 
detected for the analysis of variance between teacher groups, parent 
groups, or students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential. 
Hi^ly significant differences were detected between other specific groups 
on both scales of the semantic differential and are described individually. 
A significant difference was detected between students on the potency scale 
for the concept. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed In rank order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
previsit parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
Ihe Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, previsit parents and students, and parents of 
nonhigh school students and students. A significant difference was 
revealed between teachers and parents of nonhigh school students. No sig­
nificant differences were detected for comparisons of other categories. 
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The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the potency scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that three categories agreed with the concept and one category 
disagreed with the concept. 
Parents of nonhigh school students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by 
previsit parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. Students disagreed with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students and between previsit parents and students. Signifi­
cant differences were detected between teachers and parents of nonhigh 
school students, parents of nonhigh school students and students, and 
between teachers and previsit parents. No significant difference was 
detected between previsit parents and parents of nonhigh school students. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by post 
visit parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
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next highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, post visit parents and students, and between 
parents of nonhigh school students and students. No significant 
differences were detected between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the potency scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that categories agreed with the concept and that two 
categories disagreed with the concept. Parents of nonhigh school 
students agreed least with the concept and obtained the higher mean 
score and were followed by teachers agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the lower mean score. Students disagreed more with the concept 
and obtained the higher mean score and were followed by post visit 
parents disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the lower mean 
score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students, post visit parents and students, teachers and 
post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students and students, and 
teachers and parents of nonhigh school students. No significant differ­
ence was detected between post visit parents and parents of nonhigh school 
students. 
The analysis of variance detected a hi^ly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post high 
school students, parents of junior high students and students on the 
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evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all cate­
gories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept 
and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by 
parents of post high school students agreeing more with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of junior high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score, by parents of high school students agreeing still more with the 
concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing 
most with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Schsffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between high school parents and students, and 
a significant difference between parents of junior high students and 
students. No other comparisons between the categories were significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of junior high 
school students, parents of post high school students and students on 
the potency scale of the semantic differential and revealed that three 
categories agreed with the concept and that two categories disagreed with 
the concept. 
Parents of high school students agreed least with the concept and 
obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank order by parents 
of junior high students agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. Students disagreed more with the concept 
and obtained the higher mean score and were followed by parents of post 
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high school students disagreeing less with the concept and obtaining the 
lower mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
parents of high school students and students, teachers and students, 
teachers and parents of post high school students, and teachers and 
parents of high school students, and a significant difference between 
parents of junior high school students and students. No other compari­
sons between tiie categories were significant. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
teachers and students, parents and students, and teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
potency scale of the semantic differential and revealed that teachers 
and parents agreed with the concept and that students disagreed with 
the concept. Parents agreed less with the concept and obtained the 
higher mean score and teachers agreed more with the concept and obtained 
the lower mean score. Students disagreed with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score. 
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The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
potency scale of the semantic differential and revealed that teachers 
and parents agreed with the concept and that students disagreed with 
the concept. Parents agreed less with the concept and obtained the 
higher mean score and teachers agreed more with the concept and obtained 
the lower mean score. Students disagreed with the concept and obtained 
the highest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed highly significant differences between 
parents and students, teachers and students, and teachers and parents. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the student class year and student sex categories on the potency scale 
of the semantic differential and revealed that both categories disagreed 
with the concept. Male students disagreed more with the concept than 
female students and obtained the higher mean score. Junior students 
disagreed most with the concept and obtained the highest mean score 
and were followed by sophomores disagreeing less with the concept and 
obtaining the next highest mean score and by seniors disagreeing least 
with the concept and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a significant difference between juniors 
and seniors. No significant differences were detected between the other 
classes. 
The Scheffe test results indicate, on both scales of the semantic 
differential, that the inclusion of student data greatly influenced 
results for certain areas of the investigation. The results indicate 
that opinion differences exist toward teacher home visits between students, 
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teachers, prevlsit parents, and parents of nonhigh school students. On 
the evaluative scale the significant difference between teachers and 
parents of nonhi^ school students is of interest when compared with the 
nonsignificant differences between teachers and previsit parents and the 
nonsignificant difference between previsit parents and parents of nonhigh 
school students. Hie results indicate that teacher home visits are 
apparently of value to parents with students about to enter high, school 
and in retrospect to those parents who had a student recently complete 
high school. 
On the potency scale only the comparison between previsit parents and 
parents of nonhigh school students failed to have a significant difference 
for the Scheffe test. Hie Scheffe test revealed highly significant 
differences between teachers and students and between previsit parents and 
students. Significant differences were revealed between teachers and 
parents of nonhigh school students, students and parents of nonhigh school 
students; and between teachers and previsit parents. 
The results between teachers and students should be expected, but the 
results between teachers and parent groups and between students and parent 
groups are of greater interest. The Scheffe values indicate that the 
concept is of importance to both groups and that parents may need to be 
more thoroughly informed about their schools. 
The value and importance of the teacher home visit to the various 
parental groups are indicated by the Scheffe test results. The results 
indicate that parental groups would benefit from a teacher home visit 
and that information concerning the high school program should be 
initiated before the students begin their high school career. The 
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results also Indicate that teachers agreed most with the concept and should 
be Interpreted as a positive indicator for their willingness to partici­
pate in future visits. In addition, almost all teacher questionnaires 
were returned, whereas the parent questionnaire results may represent only 
those parents with a positive attitude demonstrated by returning the 
questionnaire. 
Teachers at Mason City High School concept 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, 
and students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by parents of nonhigh school students agreeing 
more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by 
previsit parents agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and By teachers agreeing mosc with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and a significant difference between previsit parents 
and students. No significant differences were detected for comparisons 
between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and 
students on the evaluative scale of the semantic differential and 
revealed that all categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed 
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least with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were 
followed in rank order by post visit parents agreeing more with the con­
cept and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of nonhigh 
school students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the 
next highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept 
and obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between the 
teachers and students. No significant differences were detected for 
comparisons between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
the student class year and student sex categories on the evaluative scale 
of the semantic differential and revealed that both categories agreed with 
the concept. Female students agreed less with the concept than male 
students and obtained the higher mean score. Junior students agreed least 
with the concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed by 
sophoiûcres agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest 
mean score and by seniors agreeing most with the concept and obtaining the 
lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
sophomores and seniors and between juniors and seniors. No difference was 
detected for the comparison between sophomores and juniors. 
The analysis of variance detected a significant difference between 
teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post high school 
students, parents of junior high students, and students on the evaluative 
scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all categories agreed 
with the concept. Students agreed least with the concept and obtained the 
138 
highest mean score and were followed in rank order by junior high parents 
agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next highest mean score, 
by parents of high school students agreeing still more with the concept 
and obtaining the next highest mean score, by parents of post high school 
students agreeing still more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score, and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the lowest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students. No significant differences were detected for 
comparisons between the other categories. 
The analysis of variance detected a highly significant difference 
between the combined groups of teachers, parents, and students on the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential and revealed that all 
categories agreed with the concept. Students agreed least with the 
concept and obtained the highest mean score and were followed in rank 
order by parents agreeing more with the concept and obtaining the next 
highest mean score and by teachers agreeing most with the concept and 
obtaining the Icwrest mean score. 
The Scheffe test revealed a highly significant difference between 
teachers and students and between parents and students. No significant 
difference was detected between teachers and parents. 
Teachers at Mason City High School concept summary 
The large number of differences detected between students and adults 
indicates that students viewed the concepts much differently than parents 
or teachers. The concept results should not Be totally unexpected for 
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comparisons between teachers and students or between parents and students 
and are likely due to the usual differences frequently associated between 
each group. 
The highly significant differences between teachers and students may 
result from the frequent contact and frequent evaluation each group 
experiences with the other group. The differences between parents and 
students may be partially attributed to parental influence and authority 
or some other indirect influence frequently established through their 
children or other students. The majority of the comparisons between 
teachers and parents were not significant which may indicate that 
teachers and parents evaluated the concept as an adult homogeneous group 
and not strictly as parents or strictly as teachers and had similar 
opinions toward the concept. 
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SUMMAK?, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this investigation was to determine if differences in 
attitude could be determined between certain groups toward teacher home 
visits and for other educational issues in an Iowa high school district. 
The review of literature revealed a need for current research 
since comparatively little recent literature exists. The majority of 
the research literature was primarily anecdotal and generally without 
statistical foundation. 
Five null hypotheses were considered for the investigation which 
included : 
NHl: There is no significant difference among various groups in their 
opinions toward education as measured by the Education Scale. 
NEL2; There is no significant difference in opinion among various groups 
on any of the subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire. 
NH3; There is no significant difference among various groups in opinion 
as measured by the semantic differential toward the following 
concepts ; 
A. A public high school 
B. Students at a public high school 
C. Education in America 
D. Parents of public higji school students 
E. Teacher home visits 
F. Teachers at a public high school. 
NH4: There is no significant difference in opinion between teacher groups 
as measured by the Education Scale on any of the subscales of the 
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire or as measured by the semantic differen­
tial when the demographic variables of age, sex, degree, and 
experience are considered. 
NH5: There is no significant difference in opinion between student groups 
as measured by the Education Scale on any of the subscales of the 
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire or as measured by the semantic differen­
tial when the demographic variables of sex and class are considered. 
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A questionnaire consisting of three sections was developed from 
three Investigative instruments which included the Education Scale, 
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire, and the semantic differential technique. 
Rating scales were used for each section of the instrument and each 
group was surveyed to determine their attitudes towards the issues 
considered in the investigation. 
The research sample included 110 Mason City High School faculty 
members, 264 parents of high school students, 42 parents of post high 
school students, 73 parents of junior high school students, and 180 
high school students for a total 699. A return of seventy-tî-ro percent 
was obtained for all groups, with ninety-two percent of the returned 
questionnaires considered usable for data analysis. 
Analysis of variance was used to determine differences between 
groups and the Scheffe test was utilized to determine differences 
between the means of specific groups. The analysis of variance detected 
46 highly significant differences and 15 significant differences between 
all groups for 12 of the 16 concepts. No significant differences were 
detected between the groups on the potency scale of the semantic 
differential for the remaining four concepts. 
None of the five hypotheses were rejected and the results for the 
three sections of the investigative iûstrisîûent were as follows: 
1. Education Scale 8 highly significant differences 
1 significant difference 
2. Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 14 hi^ly significant differences 
4 significant differences 
3. Semantic differential 24 highly significant differences 
10 significant differences 
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The results for the evaluative and potency scales of the semantic 
differential were as follows: 
Evaluative scale 20 highly significant differences 
7 significant differences 
Potency scale 4 highly significant differences 
3 significant differences 
Summary tables present the results of the investigation in the Findings 
chapter. 
The Education Scale 
The analysis of variance detected one significant difference and 
eight highly significant differences between the various groups for the 
total Education Scale. Four highly significant differences were detected 
and one significant difference was detected between the teacher groups, 
while four highly significant differences were detected between the other 
groups. The differences between teachers and the other groups were due 
primarily to the somewhat dated statements comprising the Education Scale. 
Consequently, some individuals may have based their responses to the con­
cept statements on a personal experience or as a result of their inclusion 
in, or reaction to, a particular group. Future researchers should 
consider using a modernized Education Scale which would be more repre­
sentative of the current educational concerns, conditions, and relevant 
issues. The use of a revised Education Scale would most likely result in 
fewer significant differences between all groups. 
Purdue Teacher Opinionaire 
For concepts comprising the second section of the instrument the 
analysis of variance detected 14 highly significant differences and four 
143 
significant differences between the groups for the subscales of the Purdue 
Teacher Opinionaire. Teacher and student comparisons accounted for two 
highly significant differences and four significant differences while 12 
highly significant differences were detected between the other comparison 
groups. 
Individually the analysis of variance detected six highly significant 
differences and two significant differences between the various groups for 
the community support of education concept and four highly significant 
differences and one significant difference between the various groups for 
both the curriculum issues concept and the community pressures concept. 
Semantic differential 
The analysis of variance detected 24 highly significant differences 
and eight significant differences between the various groups on the 
evaluative and potency scales. The majority of the significant and 
highly significant differences were detected on the evaluative scale and 
occurred primarily due to the higher reliability of the evaluative scale. 
Twenty of the 32 total differences were highly significant and occurred 
on the evaluative scale and four highly significant differences occurred 
on the potency scale. Six of the eight significant differences were 
detected on the evaluative scale and two significant differences were 
detected on the potency scale. 
Two of the six total potency scale differences were significant and 
were detected for the concept education in America, while four highly 
significant differences were detected for the teacher home visit concept. 
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Conclusions 
The investigation revealed differences between many groups but the 
analysis of variance results for comparisons between certain homogeneous 
groups were frequently not significant. Similar groups tended to evaluate 
the concepts similarly and therefore no significant differences were 
detected between the groups. No significant differences were detected 
between the following groups for the concepts evaluated: 
Previsit and post visit teacher groups and teacher sex 
Previsit teachers and post visit teachers 
Individual parent groups 
Combined parent groups 
The results revealed that there were no differences between the 
groups for the concepts evaluated and that there were no advantages or 
disadvantages in being in a previsit or post visit group. 
For the total Education Scale concept the investigation revealed that 
all teacher groups and teacher categories disagreed with the concept. 
Sacholcr degree teachers WjLth the least total teachxtig experience and the 
least MCHS teaching experience disagreed most with the concept as compared 
with the older more experienced teacher with an advanced degree. 
For the subscales of the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire the analysis of 
variance detected a highly significant difference between the teacher age 
and MCHS teaching experience categories and a significant difference between 
the total teaching experience categories for the community support of 
education concept. The analysis of variance failed to detect a difference 
between the teacher groups and the teacher categories for the curriculum 
issues concept. The analysis of variance detected a significant difference 
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between the MCHS teaching experience categories for the community 
pressures concept. 
The analysis of variance failed to detect any significant differences 
between the teacher groups or teacher categories for the concepts on either 
the evaluative or potency scales of the semantic differential. 
The Investigation revealed that differences in opinion between 
teachers were frequently between the younger least experienced teacher 
generally with a bachelor's degree and the older more experienced teacher 
generally with a master's degree, or above. Generally the least 
experienced teachers under 30 years of age with a bachelor's degree 
would disagree most or agree least with a concept as compared with the 
most experienced teachers over 40 years of age with a master's degree, 
or above. 
Hie differences between the teacher groups indicate that the oldest 
teachers could relate to certain statements while the youngest teachers 
were further removed from the concept statements= The disparity was most 
noticeable for the total Education Scale concept. 
The overall results for comparisons between prévisit and post visit 
teachers revealed that there are no differences between the groups for the 
concepts evaluated. The differences that were detected were between 
specific teacher related categories such as age and experience. The 
results indicate that the older teacher generally has longevity within 
the system and is probably more aware of the support provided the school 
by the community through the years whereas the younger teacher may be 
only aware of the support provided fairly recently. 
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Finally, the differences detected between the categories of age, 
MCHS, and total teaching experience probably are Indicative of the 
traditional differences and divisions that would likely occur between 
the respective groups. 
The investigation revealed one highly significant difference between 
prevlsit and post visit teachers on the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential for the Mason City High School concept and both categories 
agreed with the concept. No other differences were detected between the 
groups and the reason for the one difference was not apparent. The 
results indicate that there does not appear to be an advantage or dis­
advantage in being in either a prevlsit or post visit parent group. The 
results of the Investigation failed to detect any differences between the 
other parent groups for the concepts evaluated. 
Students 
The analysis of variance detected one highly significant and four 
significant differences between the student categories for the concepts 
evaluated. All other comparisons between the categories were not 
significant. 
The highly significant difference was detected between the sexes for 
the total Education Scale concept. "Oie significant differences were 
detected between the student class years for the community support of 
education concept and for the student class year and student sex 
comparison for the curriculum issues, students at MCSS (evaluative), 
teacher home visits (potency), and teachers at MCHS (evaluative) concepts. 
The investigation revealed that both sexes disagreed with the total 
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Education Scale concept, that sex and class categories agreed with the 
curriculum Issues concept, that all classes agreed with the community 
support of education concept, that sex and class categories agreed with 
the students at MCHS evaluative concept, that sex and class categories 
disagreed with the home visits potency concept, and that both sex and 
class categories agreed with the teachers at MCHS evaluative concept. 
In cases of concept agreement, females and sophomores agreed least 
with a concept while males and seniors agreed most with the concepts. 
In the case of disagreement, males and juniors disagreed most with the 
home visits concept while females and seniors disagreed least with the 
concept. No particular explanation Is offered for the differences between 
the sexes but the differences between sophomores and seniors are likely 
due to experience and maturity. The difference for seniors for the home 
visits concept is likely due to the circumstance that seniors will not be 
affected by a future visit. Males and juniors would not favor a visit, 
for reasons of their own, with any amount of enthusiasm. 
Fur future investigation, depending on the limitations, the 
researcher should consider using only parent and teacher data. Depending 
on the concepts evaluated, the use of student data may not be considered 
necessary, especially In situations which depend on age, experience, and 
maturity. 
Other group comparisons 
The investigation revealed that for comparisons between all other 
groups the analysis of variance detected differences that were significant 
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or highly significant for the same concept for each group except for three 
concepts. 
The analysis of variance detected the same results for 14 concepts 
and different results for two concepts for comparisons between teachers, 
previsit parents, parents of nonhigh school students, and students, and 
for comparisons between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh 
school students, and students. Further examination of the analysis of 
variance results revealed nine highly significant differences, five 
significant differences, and no significant differences for four concepts 
between the two groups for the same concepts. Different results were 
detected between the groups for the education in America concept and the 
teachers at MCHS concept. 
The analysis of variance detected similar results between teachers, 
parents of high school students, parents of post high school students, 
parents of junior higjh school students, and students. The analysis of 
variance detected nine highly significant differences ; two significant 
differences, and no significant differences for five concepts between 
the categories. 
The analysis of variance detected 11 highly significant differences, 
five significant differences, and no significant differences for four 
concepts between all teachers, parents, and students. 
The overall results revealed that the majority of the differences 
between the groups were generally between students and parents or between 
students and teachers and not between teachers and parents. Opinion 
differences between teachers or parents were generally minor whereas 
students tended to disagree most or agree least ^rith a concept and 
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therefore the number of significant or highly significant differences were 
greatly increased. 
No significant differences were detected on the potency scale of the 
semantic differential between the categories of the various groups for the 
following concepts ; 
Mason City Higji School 
Students at MCHS 
Parents of MCHS students 
Teachers at MCHS 
The results likely occurred due to the higher reliability of the 
evaluative scale and any future study should consider appropriate concept 
alterations or changes in the potency scale variable factors. 
Recommendations 
Based on the number of differences between the groups it is 
recommended that in addition to the usual channels of communication an 
ad hoc association of parents, faculty, administrators, and students should 
possibly be established to consider an inquiry into the reasons for differ­
ences between the groups. The committee would collect inquiries, sugges­
tions, and opinions of educational concern which occurred between the 
groups and consider the issues, express views, ask questions, offer 
suggestions, and answer questions which were academically sound and within 
established laws. The net result may provide an improved understanding of 
the educational issues and concerns for the various groups through an 
atmosphere of rapport and frequent communication. 
Based on the number of student differences a greater effort should be 
initiated to ascertain the composite needs and concerns expressed by 
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students toward the concepts and future educational issues. Many 
differences were likely due to the traditional student-teacher and 
student-parent confrontations but the results suggest that only the 
surface of the educational issues and concerns of students were exposed. 
Future investigations should contain detailed information concerning 
teacher-student and parent-student attitudinal relationships as an effect 
variable for the issues being investigated by the researcher. Student 
information could possibly be accumulated during registration, mid-year, 
or near the close of the school year. An alternate consideration would 
be the obtaining of random student response, with faculty support, 
through class participation. 
If the school considers conducting future home visits it is 
recommended that the visits be limited to include parents of current 
junior high school ninth grade students, parents of new students, and 
parents of sophomore students previously not visited. As the students 
advance in their high school career the valus cf a teacher heme visit 
would likely diminish for all groups. The benefit of the home visit 
would decrease in most cases for junior and senior students, and their 
parents, as all groups are exposed to the high school and become familiar 
with the educational environment. 
Visits should not be necessary on a system-wide basis for all 
parents, or for the entire school, after the initial freshman, new 
student, or optional sophomore visit. Special cases should be considered 
individually, for any group, regardless of the student classification but 
within limitation guidelines. 
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Limiting the visitation procedure would reduce the number of home 
contacts and would not be overly repetitious for faculty or parents. 
Some repetition would be incurred by parents with students in other 
class years but those cases could be included or eliminated depending 
on the study limitations as determined by the investigator. Some 
repetition would be encountered by faculty members but each visit 
should accomplish more, with the faculty visiting fewer homes. 
Other recommendations, subject to the limitations of the investi­
gator and the school, include a random selection of parents of 
sophomore, junior, senior, and post high school students to survey 
the opinions and attitudes concerning the current educational issues 
either through a home visit, a mailed questionnaire, or through 
parent-teacher conferences in the school. 
Issues of current concern should be included in the questionnaire 
in an effort to elicit a greater response and increase the return rate 
from the sample population, particularly from parents. Suggestions for 
a follow-up study, with appropriate modifications, might include the 
issues of unscheduled time, regimentation, modular scheduling, student 
conduct, career goals, or any other issues deemed pertinent by the 
investigator at the time of the investigation. 
For many lay persons the experience of being included in a study 
may be completely new and unique. The investigator must encourage 
prompt participation, emphasize the importance of accurate responses, 
and establish effective follow-up procedures which stress the value 
of participation in the investigation and the contribution to the 
analysis of the final results. 
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Additional research is recommended in the school system and similar 
investigations are recommended in other school districts. Collection of 
information from further studies would result in additional knowledge 
which would benefit all groups included in the investigations and other 
groups considering similar research. Modifications of the Investigative 
instrument could incorporate issues particularly unique to a school, 
faculty, parents, students, or time. 
The benefit of the investigation and the consideration of conducting 
future home visits may be in the addition of knowledge and an increased 
syareness of the educational concepts evaluated by the specific groups. 
The benefit of the investigation for the various groups may be in the 
future consideration of their opinions and goal interpretations which 
may be included in administrative decisions which will ultimately affect 
the entire educational program and may result in an improved educational 
environment for all concerned. 
The benefit of the home visit and consideration of the educational 
issues and concepts lies in the self-evaluation and in outside evaluation 
for each group. The combination of the evaluation process allows the 
school to compensate for faults and institute corrective measures while 
encouraging successful programs to continue in excellence. 
A school which recognizes that differences do exist between faculty, 
parents, and students, and is willing to investigate problems as they 
occur and offer solutions either through home visits, individual 
contact, conferences or other means, is taking a positive approach 
toward creating a school environment which offers the student a better 
place to leam, quality education, and reaaias educationally accountable. 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 ("urtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5(K)1() 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4143 
August 21, 1972 
Parents & Guardians of Students 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Parent or Guardian: 
Today more than ever, educators are aware of the need to involve 
parents and community members in the local school program. Mason City 
High School is a good example of a faculty and staff seeking to increase 
the amount of contact between home, school and community. Your cooper­
ation is being sought in evaluating and determining the effects of such 
increased home-school contact. 
A questionnaire has been enclosed asking your opinion about various 
aspects of Mason City schools. Please take a few minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. A pretest has indicated that about 30 minutes should be 
enough time to answer all of the questions. There are no right or wrong 
answers to any of the questions—we are interested in your opinion. In­
formation from returned questionnaires will be handled in strictest con-
f 4 _ THO rtitmkofQ rm f ho mtôct'4 Vio ai»A f/yr rmMÎme ari/l f1 mtr iin 
purposes only. Data will be treated at Iowa State University and the 
final report will consist of group averages; names and opinions of in­
dividuals will not be included. 
This project has been fully approved by the administration of Mason 
City High School. The study will provide valuable information for the 
school in reaching its educational goals. 
in returning the enclosed questionnaire. Please try to have it completed 
and in the mail by August 26th. 
A copy of the final report will be available upon request from Mason 
City High School. Thank, you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
A. J^Setusil, Jr. fy 
Assowate Professor of EducA^n 
Iowa State University 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 Curtiss Hal! 
Ames, Iowa 50(110 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-4UH 
October 19, 1972 
Parents & Guardians of Students 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Parent or Guardian; 
Today more than ever, educators are aware of the need to involve 
parents and community members in the local school program. Mason City ' 
High School is a good example of a faculty and staff seeking to increase 
the amount of contact between home, school and community. Your cooperation 
is being sought in evaluating and determining the effects of such in­
creased home-school contact, 
A questionnaire has been enclosed asking your opinion about various 
aspects of Mason City schools. Please take a few minutes to complete the 
questionnaire. A pretest has indicated that about 30 minutes should be 
enough time to answer all of the questions. There are no right or wrong 
answers to any of the questions—we are interested in your opinion. In­
formation from returned questionnaires will be handled in strictest con-
fidence; The numbers on the questionnaire are for coding and follow up 
purposes only. Data will be treated at Iowa State University and the 
final report will consist of group averages; names and opinions of in­
dividuals will not be included. 
This project has been fully approved by the administration of Mason 
City High School, The study will provide valuable information for the 
school in reaching its educational goals. 
A stamped addressed envelope has been enclosed for your convenience 
in returning the enclosed questionnaire. Please try to have it completed 
and in the mail by October 31st. 
A copy of the final report will be available upon request from Mason 
City High School. Thank, you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
A. J^^etusil, Jr. 
Associate Professor of Educ. 
Iowa State University 
John Mo Barron 
Graduate Researcher 
Iowa State University 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 Curtiss Mall 
Ames, Iowa 5(H)10 
UNIVERSITY October 19, 1972 Telephone; 515-294-414;i 
Parents & Guardians of Students 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Parent or Guardian: 
Today more than ever, educators are aware of the need to involve parents 
and community members in the local school program. Mason City High School is a 
good example of a faculty and staff seeking to increase the amount of contact 
between home, school and community. As a parent or guardian of a 1972 Mason City 
High School graduate, your cooperation is being sought in evaluating and deter­
mining the effects of such increased home-school contact. 
A questionnaire has been enclosed asking your opinion about various aspects 
of Mason City schools. Please take a few minutes to complete the enclosed ques­
tionnaire. A pretest has indicated that about thirty minutes should be enough 
time to answer all of the questions. There are no right or wrong answers to any 
of the questions—we are interested in your opinion. Information from returned 
questionnaires will be handled in strictest confidence. The numbers on the ques­
tionnaire are for coding and follow-up purposes only. Data will be treated at 
lows State University and the final report will consist of group averages. Names 
and opinions of individuals will not be included. 
This project has been fully approved by the administration of Mason City High 
School. The study will provide valuable information for the school in reaching 
its educational goals. 
A stamped addressed envelope has been enclosed for your convenience in 
returning the enclosed questionnaire. Please try to have it completed and in the 
mail by October 31st. 
A copy of the final report will be available upon request from Mason City 
High School. Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 C.urtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5001(1 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-294-414;i 
November 2, 1972 
Parents & Guardians of Students 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Parent or Guardian; 
Today more than ever, educators are aware of the need to involve parents 
and community members in the local school program. Mason City High School is 
a good example of a faculty and staff seeking to increase the amount of contact 
between home, school and community. As a parent or guardian of a future Mason 
City High School sophomore, your cooperation is being sought in evaluating and 
determining the effects of such increased home-school contact, 
A questionnaire has been enclosed asking your opinion about "Various aspects 
of Mason City schools. Please take a few minutes to complete the enclosed ques­
tionnaire, A pretest has indicated that about thirty minutes should be enough 
time to answer all of the questions. There are no right or wrong answers to any 
of the questions--we are interested in your opinion. Information from returned 
questionnaires will be handled in strictest confidence. The numbers on the 
questionnaire are for coding and follow-up purposes only. Data will ba treated 
at Iowa State University and the final report will consist of group averages. 
Names and opinions of individuals will not be includeu. 
This project has been fully approved by the administration of Mason City 
High School, The study will provide valuable information for the school in 
reaching its educational goals, 
A stamped addressed envelope has been enclosed for your convenience in 
returning the enclosed questionnaire. Please try to have it completed and 
in the mail by November 10th. 
A copy of the final report will be available upon request from Mason City 
High School. Thank you for your cooperation. 
S il 
John M, Barron 
Graduate Researcher 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 C-urtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515 2W-414:^ 
November 13, 1972 
Students of Mason City High School 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Student: 
Today more than ever, educators are aware of the need to involve parents, 
students, and community members in the local school program. Mason City High 
School is a good example of a faculty and staff seeking to increase the amount 
of contact between home, school and community. As a student of Mason City High 
School, your cooperation is being sought in evaluating and determining the effects 
of such increased home-school contact. 
The attached questionnaire asks your opinion about various aspects of Mason 
City High School. Please take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire. A 
pretest has indicated that about thirty minutes should be enough time to answer 
all of the questions—we are interested in your opinion. Information from re­
turned questionnaires will be handled in strictest confidence. The numbers on the 
questionnaire are for coding and follow-up purposes only. Data will be treated 
at Iowa State University and the final report will consist of group averages. 
Nssiss and opinions of individuals will not be included: 
This project has been fully approved by the administration of Mason City 
High School. The study will provide valuable information for the school in 
reaching its educational goals. 
A copy of the final report will be available upon request from Mason City 
High School after the completion of this study. Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
'John M. Barron 
Graduate Researcher 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Professional Studies 
201 Clurtiss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
UNIVERSITY Telephone: 515-2^-4143 
November 24, 1972 
Parents and Guardians of Students 
Mason City High School 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Dear Parent or Guardian: 
Recently you were selected to participate in a research study concerning 
several educational issues as they apply to Mason City High School. The pur­
pose of this study is to provide some insight into various educational topics 
such as teacher home visits as perceived by parents of Mason City High School 
students. Parents of present, past and future Mason City High School students 
are being asked to respond to several educational issues by completing a 
questionnaire. 
We are making excellent progress in our efforts but as of this date we have 
not received your completed questionnaire. The returns so far indicate that we 
are obtaining very valuable information concerning the educational programs 
of Mason City High School; which I am sure will be of interest to you. 
Please help in this important study by returning your completed question­
naire now. I have enclosed another copy in case you have misplaced the original. 
All information will be held in strictest confidence and will not be associated 
with you as an individual. 
Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed envelope by December 4th. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Iowa State University Iowa State University 
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Questionnaire 
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1 
PROJECT OUTREACH - MCHS QUESTIONNAIRE 
PART 1. QUESTIONS ABOUT EDUCATION 
Directions ; 
These questions are designed to provide you the opportunity to express 
your opinions about education in general. There are no right or wrong 
responses, so do not hesitate to mark the statements frankly. Do not take 
too long on any one question. 
READ EACH ITEM CAREFULLY AND INDICATE THE PHRASE WHICH BEST EXPRESSES 
YOUR FEELING ABOUT THE STATEMENT. Wherever possible, let your own personal 
experience determine your answer. If in doubt, indicate the phrase which 
seems most nearly to express your feeling about the statement. WORK 
RAPIDLY. Be sure to answer every item. 
DIRECTIONS FOR RECORDING RESPONSES 
Read each statement carefully. Indicate whether you STRONGLY AGREE, 
AGREE, UNDECIDED, DISAGREE, OR STRONGLY DISAGREE with each statement. 
Mark your answers in the following manner: 
If you STRONGLY AGREE with the statement, circle "SA".(s^ A U D SD 
If you AGREE with the statement, circle "A" SA U D SD 
If you are somewhat UNDECIDED about the statement, 
circle "U" SA A 0 D SD 
If you DISAGREE with the statement, circle "D" SA A U SD 
If you STRONGLY DISAGREE with the statement, 
circle "SD" SA A Ù D (g 
1. A person can learn more by working four years than by 
going to high school. SA A U D SD 
2. The more education a person has the better he is able 
to enjoy life. SA A U D SD 
3. Education helps a person to use his leisure time to 
better advantage. SA A U D SD 
4. A good education is a great comfort to a person out 
of work. SA A U D SD 
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2 
Only subjects like reading, composition and math 
should be taught at public expense. SA A U D SD 
6. Education is no help in getting a job today. SA A U D SD 
7. Most young people are getting too much education. SA A U D SD 
8. A high school education is worth all the time 
and effort it requires. SA A U D SD 
9. Our schools encourage an individual to think 
for himself. SA A U D SD 
10. There are too many fads and frills in modern 
education. SA A U D SD 
11. Education only makes a person discontented. SA A U D SD 
12. Schooling is of little help in meeting the 
problems of real life. SA A U D SD 
13. Education tends to make an individual less 
conceited. SA A U D SD 
14. Solution of the world's problems will come through 
education. SA A U D SD 
15. High school courses are too impractical. SA A U D SD 
16. A person is foolish to keep going to school If 
he or she can get a job. SA A U D SD 
17. Savings spent on education are wisely Invested. SA A U D SD 
18. An educated person can advance more rapidly In 
business and industry. SA A U D SD 
19. Parents should not be compelled to send their 
children to school. SA A U D SD 
20. Education is more valuable than most people think. SA A U D SB 
21. A high school education makes a person a better 
citizen. SA A u D SD 
22. Public money spent on education during the past 
few years could have been used more wisely for 
other purposes. SA A u D SD 
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PART II. QUESTIONS ABOUT MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL 
These questions are designed to provide you the opportunity to express 
your opinions about Mason City High School. There are no right or wrong 
responses, so do not hesitate to mark the statements frankly. Do not take 
too long on any one question. 
Fill in the information below. You will notice that there is no place 
for your name. Please do not record your name. All responses will be 
strictly confidential and results will be reported by groups only. DO NOT 
OMIT ANY ITEMS. 
School Date 
month day year 
Age Sex Highest degree completed 
Years of teaching experience 
Years in Mason City District 
Years in Mason City High School 
DIRECTIONS FOR RECORDING RESPONSES 
Read each statement carefully. Indicate whether you AGREE, PROBABLY 
AG5EE, PROBABLY DISAGREE, OR DISAGREE with each statement. Mark your 
answers in the following manner: 
If you AGREE with the statement, circle "A" PA PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY AGREE 
with the statement, circle "PA" A (P^ PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY DISAGREE 
with the statement, circle "PD" A PA D 
If you DISAGREE with the statement, circle "D" A PA PD 
1. Mason City High School has a well-balanced curriculum. A PA PD D 
2. The curriculum of our school makes reasonable 
provision for student individual differences. A PA PD D 
3. The curriculum of our school is in need of major A PA PD D 
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PART II. QUESTIONS ABOUT MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL 
These questions are designed to provide you the opportunity to express 
your opinions about Mason City High School. There are no right or wrong 
responses, so do not hesitate to mark the statements frankly. Do not take 
too long on any one question. 
Fill in the information below. You will notice that there is no place 
for your name. Please do not record your name. All responses will be 
strictly confidential and results will be reported by groups only. DO NOT 
OMIT ANY ITEMS. 
Please indicate the relationship to the high school student of the 
person(s) who: 
Filled out this questionnaire Was at parent-teacher conference 
Mother Mother 
Father Father 
Guardian(s) Guardian(s) 
DIRECTIONS FOR RECORDING RESPONSES 
Read each statement carefully. Indicate whether you AGREE, PROBABLY 
AGREE, PROBABLY DISAGREE, OR DISAGREE with each statement, Mark your 
answers in the following manner; 
If you AGREE with the statement, circle "A" PA PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY AGREE 
with the statement, circle "PA" A tfSV PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY DISAGREE 
with the statement, circle "PD" A PA D 
If you DISAGREE with the statement, circle "D" A PA PD 
1. Mason City High School has a well-balanced curriculum. A PA PD D 
2. The curriculum of our school makes reasonable 
provision for student individual differences. A PA PD D 
3. The curriculum of our school is in need of major 
revisions. A PA PD D 
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PARI II. QUESTIONS ABOUT MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL 
These questions are designed to provide you the opportunity to express 
your opinions about Mason City High. School. There are no ri^t or wrong 
responses, so do not hesitate to mark the statements frankly. Do not take 
too long on any one question. 
Fill in the Information below. You will notice that there is no place 
for your name. Please do not record your name. All responses will be 
strictly confidential and results will be reported by groups only. DO NOT 
OMIT ANY ITEMS. 
Please indicate who: 
Filled out this questionnaire Indicate your sex 
Sophomore Male 
Junior Female 
Senior 
DIRECTIONS FOR RECORDING RESPONSES 
Read each statement carefully. Indicate whether you AGREE, PROBABLY 
AGREE, PROBABLY DISAGREE, OR DISAGREE with each statement. Mark your 
answers in the following manner: 
If you AGREE with the statement, circle "A" PA PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY AGREE 
with the statement, circle "PA" A PA PD D 
If you are somewhat uncertain, but PROBABLY DISAGREE 
with the statement, circle "PD" A PA D 
ix you LfVjIlLl uiic statement, czrclc 'D" .. . .... A PA PD 
1. Mason City High School has a well-balanced curriculum. A PA PD D 
2. The curriculum of our school makes reasonable 
provision for student individual differences. A PA PD D 
3. The curriculum of our school is in need of major 
revisions. A PA PD D 
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4. The purposes and objectives of the school cannot 
be achieved by the present curriculum. A PA PD D 
5. Our school curriculum does a good job of preparing 
students to become enlightened and competent 
citizens. A PA PD D 
6. Most of the people in this community understand 
and appreciate good education. A PA PD D 
7. In my judgment, this community is a good place to 
raise a family. A PA PD D 
8. The people in this community, generally, have a 
sincere and wholehearted interest in the school 
system. A PA PD D 
9. The community supports ethical procedures regarding 
the appointment and reappointment of members of the 
teaching staff. A PA PD D 
10. This community is willing to support a good program 
of education. A PA PD D 
11. This community expects its teachers to meet 
unreasonable personal standards. A PA PD D 
12. Nonprofessional activities of a teacher in this 
community, outside of school, are unduly restricted. A PA PD D 
13. Teachers in our community feel free to discuss 
controversial Issues in their classes. A PA PD D 
14. Our community expects the teachers to participate 
in too many social activities. A PA PD D 
15. Community pressures prevent teachers from doing 
their best as a teacher. A PA PD D 
16. Teachers at Mason City High School are well prepared 
for their specific curricular areas. A PA PD D 
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PART III. QUESTIONS ABOUT EDUCATIONAL CONCEPTS 
The purpose of these questions is to measure the meanings of certain 
things to various people by having them judge them against a series of 
descriptive scales. Please make your judgments on the basis of what these 
things mean to you. On the following pages you will find different 
concepts to be judged, and beneath each concept a set of scales. You are 
to rate the concept on each of these scales in order. 
Please use the scales in the following manner. 
If you feel that a concept is very closely related to one end of the scale, 
you should place your check-mark as follows: 
fair X : : : : : : : unfair 
or 
fair ; : : : : : X ; unfair 
If you feel that the concept is quite closely related to one or the other 
end of the scale (but not extremely) you should place your check-mark 
as follows: 
strong : X ; : : : : : weak 
or 
strong : : : : ; X ; ; weak 
If the concept seems only slightly related to one side as opposed to the 
other side (but is not really neutral), then you should check as follows : 
active : : X ; ; : : : passive 
or 
active : : : : X ; ; : passive 
The direction toward which you check, of course, depends upon which of the 
two ends of the scale seem most characteristic of the thing you are 
judging. If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale, both 
sides of the scale equally associated with the concept, or if the scale is 
completely irrelevant, unrelated to the concept, then you should place 
your check-mark in the middle space. 
safe X : dangerous 
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IMPORTANT: (1) Place your check-marks in the middle of spaces, not on 
the boundaries: 
This Not this 
(2) Be sure you check every scale for every concept — 
DO NOT OMIT ANY. 
(3) Never put more than one check-mark on a single scale. 
Sometimes you may feel as though you've had the same item before. This 
will not be the case, so do not look back and forth through the items. Do 
not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier. Make each item 
a separate and Independent judgment. Work at a fairly high speed. Do not 
worry or puzzle over individual items. It is your first impression, the 
immediate "feelings" about the items, that we want. On the other hand, 
please do not be careless because we want your true impressions. 
MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL 
Good 
Small 
Valuable 
Dishonest 
Rugged 
Tense 
Deep 
Unfair 
Wide 
Weak 
Severe 
Pleasant 
: Bad 
Large 
: Worthless 
: Honest 
: Delicate 
: Relaxed 
_: Shallow 
Fair 
_t Narrow? 
Strong 
Lenient 
Unpleasant 
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Good 
Small 
Valuable 
Dishonest 
Rugged — 
Tense _ 
Deep _ 
Unfair _ 
Wide _ 
Weak . 
Severe 
Pleasant 
Bad 
Large 
Worthless 
Honest 
: Delicate 
: Relaxed 
' Shallow 
: Fair 
: Narrow 
' Strong 
: Lenient 
—: Unpleasant 
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EDUCATION IN AMERICA 
Good 
Small 
Valuable 
Dlshones t 
Rugged 
Tense 
Deep 
Unfair 
Wide 
Weak 
Severe 
Pleasant 
: Bad 
: Large 
: Worthless 
; Honest 
: Delicate 
: Relaxed 
Shallow 
Fair 
: Narrow 
: Strong 
Lenient 
Unpleasant 
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PARENTS OF MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS 
Good 
Small 
Valuable 
Dishonest 
Rugged 
Tense 
Deep 
Unfair 
Wide 
Weak 
Severe 
Pleasant 
: Sad 
: Large 
; Worthless 
: Honest 
; Delicate 
; Relaxed 
: Shallow 
Fair 
: Narrow 
: Strong 
: Lenient 
: Unpleasant 
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TEACHER HOME VISITS 
Good : : : : : : : Sad 
Small : : : : : ; : Large 
Valuable : : : : : : : Worthless 
Dishonest : : : ; : : : Honest 
Rugged : : : ; : : : Delicate 
Tense : : : : : : : Relaxed 
Deep : ; : ; : ; : Shallow 
Unfair : : : : : : ; Fair 
Wide : : : : : : ; Narrow 
Weak : : : : : : : Strong 
Severe : ; : ; : : ; Lenient 
Pleasant : : : : : : ; Unpleasant 
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TEACHERS AT MASON CITY HIGH SCHOOL 
Good ; : : : : : : Bad 
Small : : : : : : : Large 
Valuable ; : : : : : : Worthless 
Dishonest : : : : : : : Honest 
Rugged : : : : : : : Delicate 
Tense ; : : : : : : Relaxed 
Deep ; ; : : : : : Shallow 
Unfair : : : : : ; ; Fair 
Wide : : ; : : : : Narrow 
Weak : : : : : : : Strong 
Severe : : : : : : ; Lenient 
Pleasant : : : : ; : : Unpleasant 
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Table 23. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the total education scale 
Sex 
Sex Prévisit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 72.03 X 72.77 X = 72.36 
S = 4.37 S 6.04 S = 5.15 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 75.21 X = 73.80 X = 74.62 
S = 4.82 S = 5.16 S = 4.90 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visdt X = 72.97 X = 73.05 
descriptors S = 4.69 S = 5.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 24. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for curriculum issues 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 
V 
10.75 X 10.85 x'= 10.80 
S = 1.25 S = 0.98 S = 1.13 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 10.57 X = 11.10 X = 10.79 
S = 1.50 S = 1.44 S = 1.47 
N - 14 M =s 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 10.70 X s 10.91 
descriptors S = 1.31 S = 1.44 
N = 47 N es 37 
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Table 25. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for community support of education 
Sex 
Sex Previa it group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X - 7.12 X = 7.48 X = 7.28 
S = 2.42 S = 2.35 S = 2.37 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 7.35 X = 6.80 X = 7.12 
S — 1.86 S = 1.75 S = 1.80 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 7.19 X = 7.29 
descriptors S = 2.25 S = 2.20 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 26. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for community pressures 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 15.81 X 15.88 X = 15.85 
S = 1.77 S => 1.94 s.= 1.83 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 16.00 X — 16.70 X = 16.29 
S = 1.71 S = 1.25 S = 1.54 
N = 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 15.87 X 16.10 
descriptors S = 1.73 S 1.80 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 27. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 13.15 X 12.85 X = 13.01 
S = 5.86 S 3.71 S = 4.97 
N = 33 N 27 N = 60 
Female X = 12.35 X = 12.80 X = 12.54 
S = 4.19 S 4.96 S = 4.43 
N = 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 12.91 X 12.83 
descriptors S = 5.39 S 4.01 
N = 47 N 37 
Table 28. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 18.21 X 18.59 X = 18.38 
S = 3.36 S 3.54 S = 3.42 
N = 33 N 27 N = 60 
Female X = 17.14 X 18.20 X = 17.58 
S = 3.50 S = 2.78 S = 3.20 
N = 14 N = 10 N = Ik  
Visit X = 17.89 X 18.48 
descriptors S = 3.40 S 3.32 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 29. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept students at Mason City Mgh School 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Prevlslt group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 14.36 X 14.25 X = 14.31 
S = 4.19 S = 3.77 S = 3.98 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 14.21 X 14.50 X = 14.33 
S = 3.88 S = 3.68 S = 3.72 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 14.31 X = 14.32 
descriptors S = 4.06 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 30. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept students at Mason City High School 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sax 
Sex Prevlslt group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 20.51 X = 21.25 X 20.85 
S = 2.71 S = 3.23 S 2.95 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 20.21 X 21.00 X 20.54 
S = 3.62 S = 3.77 S = 3.62 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 20.42 X 21.18 
descriptors S = 2.97 S = 3.33 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 31. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept education in America as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Prévisit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 18.33 X 19.18 X = 18.71 
S = 5.10 S = 5.30 S = 5.17 
N = 33 N 27 N = 60 
Female X = 17.21 X 16.80 X = 17.04 
S = 5.43 S 3.88 S = 4.75 
N = 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X " 18.00 X 18.54 
descriptors S = 5.17 S a 5.02 
N = 47 N 37 
Table 32, Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept education in America as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X 21.15 X = 21.07 X = 21.11 
S = 5.05 S = 3.68 S =» 4.45 
N = 33 N 27 N = 60 
Female X = 19.57 X 19.80 X S 19.66 
S 4.05 S = 4.54 S =I 4.16 
N 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X 20.68 X 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.78 S = 3.91 
N 
= 47 N = 37 
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Table 33. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 15.69 X 16.33 X = 15.98 
S = 4.44 S 3.82 S = 4.15 
N = 33 N 27 N = 60 
Female X = 15.00 X 14.80 X = 14.91 
S = 3.96 S = 3.32 S = 3.63 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 15.48 X ss 15.91 
descriptors S = 4.27 S = 3.71 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 34. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 21.21 X 22.07 X 21.60 
S = 3.24 S = 3.83 S = 3.51 
N 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X 20.78 X = 20.50 X 20.66 
S = 3.98 S 3.13 S 3.58 
N 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X 21.08 X = 21.64 
descriptors S 3.44 S = 3.68 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 35. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Prévisit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 14.51 X 13.88 X = 14.23 
S = 5.76 S = 3.53 S = 4.85 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 16.35 X = 12.60 X = 14.79 
S = 4.74 S = 5.81 S = 5.43 
N = 14 N = 10 • N = 24 
Visit X = 15.06 X 13.54 
descriptors S = 5.49 S = 4.22 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 36. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 21.45 X 21.11 X = 21.30 
S = 4.09 S = 3.29 S = 3.72 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 22.50 X 19.90 X = 14.79 
S = 3.95 S = 3.66 S = 5.43 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 21.76 X 20.78 
descriptors S = 4.03 S = 3.39 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 37. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X = 13.57 X g 14.03 X = 13.78 
S = 4.43 S = 3.24 S = 3.91 
N = 33 N = 27 N = 60 
Female X = 12.42 X = 12.90 X = 12.62 
S = 1.98 S = 5.04 S = 3.49 
N = 14 N 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 13.23 X 13.72 
descriptors S = 3.87 S 3.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 38, Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
sex category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
Male X 20.12 X 21.07 X = 20.55 
S = 3.92 S = 3.81 S 3.87 
N 33 N = 27 N 60 
Female X 18.35 X = 19.80 X 18.95 
S = 4.34 S = 3.42 S = 3.97 
N = 14 N = 10 N = 24 
Visit X = 19.59 X = 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.08 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 39. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the total education scale 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 75. Go X = 76.20 X = 75.52 
S = 4.55 S = 3.55 S = 4.14 
N = 15 N 10 N = 25 
i30 X = 72,47 X 74.50 X = 73.28 
<40 S = 4.87 S = 5.36 S = 5.09 
N 
= 21 N = 14 N = 35 
»
v
 
o
 
X 
= 71.09 X = 69.07 X = 70.00 
S = 3.70 S = 5.59 S = 4.82 
N 11 N 13 N = 24 
Visit X 72.97 X = 73.05 
descriptors S = 4.69 S = 5.76 
N 47 N 37 
Table 40. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for curriculum issues 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 10.26 X = 11.20 X 10.64 
S = 1.26 S 1.03 S 1.25 
N 15 N 10 N 25 
^30 X = 11.00 X = 10.64 X 10.85 
<40 S = 1.34 S = 0.63 S 1.11 
N = 21 N = 14 N 35 
o
 
A
I 
X 10.72 X 11.00 X = 10.87 
S = 1.27 S = 1.52 S = 1.39 
N 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X 10.70 X = 10.91 
descriptors S = 1.31 S = 1.11 
N 
= 47 N = 37 
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Table 41. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for community support of education 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
8.28 <30 X = 8.46 X = 8.00 X = 
S = 2.56 S = 2.62 s = 2.54 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X = 6.90 X = 7.71 X = 7.22 
<40 S = 1.86 S — 2.09 S = 1.97 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
o
 
A
I 
X = 6.00 X = 6.30 X = 6.16 
S = 1.73 S = 1.75 S = 1.71 
N = 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 7.19 X = 7.29 
descriptors S = 2.25 S = 2.20 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 42. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for community pressures 
A ^  O T) ^ ^ ^ ^ mm J M ^  ^  A ^ j ^ ^ mm ^  
<30 X = 15.26 X = 15.90 X = 15.52 
S = 1.48 S =• 2.18 S = 1.78 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X = 16.00 X •= 16.28 X = 16.11 
<40 S = 1.78 S = 1.49 S = 1.65 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
^0 X = 16.45 X = 16.07 X = 16.25 
S = 1.86 S = 1.93 S = 1.87 
N = 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 15.87 X = 16.10 
descriptors S = 1.73 S = 1.80 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 43. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 12.80 X = 12.60 X 12.72 
S = 5.53 S = 3.53 S 4.74 
N = 15 N = 10 N 25 
^30 
<40 X = 12.61 X = 12.07 X = 12.40 
S = 3.47 S = 2.92 S 3.22 
N = 21 N = 14 N 35 
IV
 
O
 
X = 13.63 X = 13.84 X 13.75 
S = 8.12 S = 5.28 S = 6.58 
K = 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 12.91 X = 12.83 
descriptors S = 5.39 S = 4.01 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 44. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 17.53 X = 17.10 X = 17.36 
S = 2.90 S = 2.99 S 2.88 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X = 18.47 X 19.00 X 18.68 
<40 S = 2.96 S = 3.46 S 3.13 
N = 21 N = 14 N a  35 
IV
 
O
 
X = 17.27 X = 19.00 X = 18.20 
S = 4.75 S = 3.34 S B  4.05 
N = 11 N 13 N 24 
Visit X = 17.89 X 18.48 
descriptors S 3.40 S = 3.32 
N 47 N = 37 
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Table 45. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept students at Mason City High School 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Age Prévisit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 13.73 X = 12.80 X =• 13.36 
S = ' 3.75 S = 3.82 S = 3.72 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X = 13.95 X = 14.35 X = 14.11 
<40 S = 4.17 S = 3.02 S = 3.71 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
IV
 
0
 
X = 15.81 X = 15.46 X = 15.62 
S = 4.26 S = 4.11 S = 4.09 
N = 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 14.31 X = 14.32 
descriptors S = 4.06 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 46. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept students at Mason City High School 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X 20.46 X = 20.30 X 20.40 
S 3.42 S = 4.44 S = 3.77 
N 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X 20.42 X 21.64 X 20.91 
<40 S 3.14 S = 2.67 S = 2.98 
N 21 N = 14 N = 35 
%40 X 20.36 X 21.38 X = 20.91 
S 2.15 S 3.12 S = 2.71 
N 11 N 13 N = 24 
Visit X 20.42 X 21.18 
descriptors s 2.97 S 3.33 
N 47 N = 37 
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Table 47. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept education in America as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 19.66 X = 18.70 X = 19.28 
S = 6.06 S = 5.03 S 5.58 
N = 15 N = 10 N 25 
^30 X = 16.66 X = 19.78 X 17.91 
<40 S = 5.07 S = 5.30 S = 5.32 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
IV
 
0
 
X = 18.27 X = 17.07 X = 17.62 
S = 3.49 S = 4.69 S 4.14 
N = 11 N = 13 N 24 
Visit X = 18.00 X = 18.54 
descriptors S = 5.17 S = 5.02 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 43. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept education in America as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 20.60 X = 20.70 X 20.64 
S = 3.75 S = 4.13 S 3.82 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
^30 X = 21.04 X = 21.35 X 21.17 
<40 S = 5.51 S = 2.43 S = 4.49 
N = 21 N = 14 N 35 
^40 X = 20.09 X = 20.07 X 20.08 
S = 4.90 S = 5.07 S 4.88 
N = 11 N = 13 N 24 
Visit X = 20.68 X = 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.78 S = 3.91 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 49. Descriptive presentation, of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X 15.40 X = 13.90 X 16.00 
S = 3.90 S = 2.88 S = 3.95 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
>30 X = 15.33 X = 17.21 X 16.08 
<40 S = 4.81 S = 3.40 S = 4.34 
N 21 N = 14 N = 35 
IV
 
o
 
X 
= 15.90 X = 16.07 X = 14.80 
S 3.91 S = 4.15 S = 3.60 
N 11 N = 13 N = 25 
Visit X 15.48 X = 15.91 
descriptors S = 4.27 S = 3.71 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 50. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 20.53 X = 20.70 X = 20.60 
S = 3.37 s = 3.02 S = 3.17 
N = 15 N = 10 N 25 
>30 X = 21.00 X = 23.50 X 22.00 
<40 S = 3.86 S = 2.79 S = 3.64 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
IV
 
o
 
X = 22.00 X = 20.38 X 21.12 
S = 2.72 S = 4.35 S = 3.71 N = 11 N 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 21.08 X 21.64 
descriptors S = 3.44 S 3.68 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 51. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 16.60 X = 13.20 X = 15.24 
S = 4.79 S = 5.80 S = 5.37 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
>30 X = 13.90 X = 13.28 X 13.65 
<40 S = 5.68 S = 3.45 S = 4.86 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
1 V
 
o
 
X = 15.18 X = 14.07 X 14.58 
S = 5.96 S = 3.84 S 4.84 
N = 11 N = 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 15.06 X = 13.54 
descriptors S = 5.49 S — 4.22 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 52. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 22.26 X = 20.60 X = 21.60 
S = 3.82 S = 4.35 S = 4.04 
N = 15 N = 10 N 25 
>30 X = 20.76 X = 20.85 X 20.80 
<40 S = 4.56 S = 2.03 S 3.71 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
o
 
A
I 
X = 23.00 X = 20.84 X 21.83 
S = 2.96 S = 3.97 S 3.64 
N = 11 N = 13 N 24 
Visit X = 21.76 X = 20.78 
descriptors S — 4.03 S = 3.39 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 53. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 13.26 X = 12.60 X =S 13.00 
S = 3.53 S = 4.57 S 3.90 
N 15 N = 1 g N 25 
^30 X = 13.61 X = 14.21 X 13.85 
<40 S = 4.04 S = 2.77 S = 3.55 
N 
= 21 N = 14 N = 35 
o
 
A
 1 X 12.45 X = 14.07 X 13.33 
S 4.25 S = 4.13 S 4.17 
N 11 N = 13 N 24 
Visit X 13.23 X = 13.72 
descriptors S = 3.87 S = 3.76 
N 47 N = 37 
Table 54. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
age category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Age Previsit group Post visit group Age descriptors 
<30 X = 19.06 X = 21.30 X = 19.96 
S = 4.18 S = 4.52 S = 4.37 
N = 15 N = 10 N = 25 
>30 X = 19.47 X 20.50 X = 19.88 
<40 S = 4.03 S = 3.08 S = 3.66 
N = 21 N = 14 N = 35 
IV
 
o
 
X = 20.54 X 20.53 X = 20.54 
S = 4.29 S = 3.90 S = 3.99 
N = 11 N 13 N = 24 
Visit X = 19.59 X 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.08 S 3.70 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 55. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the total education scale 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 74.87 X = 75.00 X = 74.92 
degree S = 4.64 S = 4.28 S 4.41 
N = 16 N = 12 N 28 
Master's X = 72.00 X = 72.12 X 72.05 
degree S = 4.48 S 6.21 S = 5.27 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N 56 
Visit ÏC 72.97 X = 73.05 
descriptors S = 4.69 S = 5.76 
N 
= 47 N 37 
Table 56. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for curriculum issues 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 10.25 X = 11.08 X = 10.60 
degree S = 1.65 S = 0.99 S = 1.44 
N = 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X 10.93 X 10.84 X = 10.89 
degree S = 1.06 S = 1.17 S = 1.10 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N = 56 
Visit X = 10.70 X 10.91 
descriptors S = 1.31 S = 1.11 
N 
= 47 N = 37 
200 
Table 57. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for community support of education 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 7.68 X = 7.66 X = 7.67 
degree S = 2.57 S = 2.53 S = 2.51 
N = 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X = 6.93 X = 7.12 X = 7.01 
degree S = 2.06 S = 2.06 S = 2.04 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N = 56 
Visit X = 7.19 X = 7.29 
descriptors S = 2.25 S = 2.20 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 58. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for community pressures 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X 15.75 X = 16.16 X 15.92 
degree S = 1.57 S = 2.08 S = 1.78 
N 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X = 15.93 X 16.08 X 16.00 
degree S = 1.84 S = 1.70 S 1.76 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N 56 
Visit X = 15.87 X 16.10 
descriptors S = 1.73 S = 1.80 
N 
= 47 N = 37 
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Table 59. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept Mason City High. School as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 12.06 X = 11.58 X = 11.85 
degree S = 3.80 S = 3.98 S = 3.81 
N 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X = 13.35 X 13.44 X = 13.39 
degree S = 6.06 S = 3.96 S = 5.18 
or above N 31 N = 25 N = 56 
Visit X 12.91 X = 12.83 
descriptors S = 5.39 S = 4.01 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 60. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept Mason City High School as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Master's 
degree 
or above 
Visit 
descriptors 
X = 17.43 
S = 3.24 
N = 16 
X = 18.12 
S = 3.50 
N = 31 
X = 17.89 
S = 3.40 
N = 47 
X = 17.25 
S = 2.76 
N = 12 
X = 19.08 
S = 3.45 
N = 25 
X = 18.48 
S = 3.32 
N = 37 
X = 17.35 
S = 2,99 
N = 28 
X = 18.55 
S = 3.48 
N = 56 
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Table 61. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept students at Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor *s X 14.31 X = 12.75 X 13.64 
degree S = 3.70 S = 3.46 S 3.62 
N 16 N 12 N = 28 
Master's X 14.32 X - 15.08 X = 14.66 
degree . S = 4.30 S 3.63 S = 4.00 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N 56 
Visit X 14.31 X 14,32 
descriptors S = 4.06 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 62. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept students at Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 20.81 X = 20.83 X = 20.82 
degree S = 3.60 S = 4.21 S = 3.80 
N = 16 N = 12 N 28 
Master's X 
= 20.22 X 21.36 X 20.73 
degree S = 2.64 S = 2.89 S = 2.79 
or above N = 31 N — 25 N = 56 
Visit X = 20.42 X = 21.18 
descriptors S = 2.97 S = 3.33 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 63. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept education in America as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Master's 
degree 
or above 
Visit 
descriptors 
X = 18.31 
S = 6.41 
N = 16 
X = 17.83 
S = 4.51 
N = 31 
X = 18.00 
S = 5.17 
N = 47 
X = 17.75 
S = 5.06 
N = 12 
X = 18.92 
S = 5.06 
N = 25 
X = 18.54 
S = 5.02 
N = 37 
X = 18.07 
S = 5.77 
N = 28 
X = 18.32 
S = 4.75 
N = 56 
Table 64. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept education in America as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Pest visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Master's 
degree 
or above 
Visit 
descriptors 
X = 19.31 
S = 3.38 
N = 16 
X = 21.38 
S = 5.28 
N = 31 
X = 20.68 
S = 4.78 
N = 47 
X = 20.00 
S = 4.34 
N = 12 
X = 21.08 
S = 3.73 
N = 25 
X = 20.72 
S = 3.91 
N = 37 
X = 19.60 
S = 3.76 
N = 28 
X = 21.25 
S = 4.61 
N = 56 
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Table 65. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept parents of Mason City High 
School students as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Master's 
degree 
or above 
Visit 
descriptors 
X = 15.31 
S =» 3.38 
N = 16 
X = 15.58 
S = 4.72 
N = 31 
X = 15.48 
S = 4.27 
N = 47 
X = 13.75 
S = 2.92 
N = 12 
X = 16.96 
S = 3.64 
N = 25 
X = 15.91 
S = 3.71 
N = 37 
X = 14.64 
S = 3.23 
N = 28 
X = 16.19 
S = 4.29 
N = 56 
Table 66. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the. concept parents of Mason City High 
School students as measured by the potency scale of the 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X 20.75 X = 20.66 X = 20.71 
degree S 3.58 S = 2.93 S 3.26 
N 16 N = 12 N 28 
Master's X 21.25 X = 22.12 X 21.64 
degree S = 3.41 S = 3.96 S 3.66 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N 56 
Visit X = 21.08 X = 21.64 
descriptors S = 3.44 S = 3.68 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 67. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X 16.06 X = 12.25 X = 14.42 
degree S 4.85 S = 5.73 S 5.49 
N 16 N = 12 N 28 
Master's X 14.54 X 14.16 X 14.37 
degree S 5.80 S 3.22 S = 4.78 
or above N 31 N 25 N = 56 
Visit X S 15.06 X = 13.54 
descriptors S = 5.49 S = 4.22 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 68. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept teacher home visits as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Degree frevisit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's 
degree 
Master's 
degree 
or above 
Visit 
descriptors 
X = 21.75 
S = 5.11 
N = 16 
X = 21.77 
S = 3.45 
N = 31 
X = 21.76 
S = 4.03 
N = 47 
X = 20.25 
S = 4.07 
N = 12 
X = 21.04 
S = 3.07 
N = 25 
X = 20.78 
S = 3.39 
N = 37 
X - 21.10 
S = 4.67 
N = 28 
X = 21.44 
S = 3.28 
N = 56 
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Table 69. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept teachers at Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 12.75 X = 11.83 X = 12.35 
degree S = 2.23 S = 4.50 S = 3.35 
N = 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X = 13.48 X = 14.64 X = 14.00 
degree S = 4.51 S = 3.05 S = 3.94 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N = 56 
Visit X = 13.23 X = 13.72 
descriptors S = 3.87 S = 3.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 70. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
degree category for the concept teachers at Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
Degree Previsit group Post visit group Degree descriptors 
Bachelor's X = 19.12 X = 20.66 X 19.78 
degree S = 4.58 S = 4.59 S = 4.57 
N = 16 N = 12 N = 28 
Master's X = 19-83 X = 20.76 X 20 = 25 
degree S = 3.86 S = 3.30 S 3.62 
or above N = 31 N = 25 N 56 
Visit X =S 19.59 X — 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.08 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 71. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the total education scale 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 73.66 X = 75.35 X = 74.28 
S = 4.61 S = 5.61 S = 4.99 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 72.62 X = 74.72 X = 73.48 
<10 S = 5.39 S = 3.97 S = 4.89 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
>10 X = 71.42 X = 68.83 X = 69.78 
S = 3.10 S = 5.30 S = 4.69 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 72.97 X = 73.05 
descriptors S = 4.69 S = 5.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 72. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for curriculum issues 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Pest visit zroup descriptors 
<4 years X = 10.70 X 10.92 X 10.78 
S = 1.33 S = 0.91 S 1.18 
N = 24 N 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 10.56 X 10.90 X = 10.70 
<10 S = 1.26 S = 0.70 S 1.06 
N = 16 N = 11 N 27 
IV
 
H
 
O
 
X = 11.00 X = 10.91 X 10.94 
S = 1.52 S = 1.62 S = 1.54 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 10.70 X 10.91 
descriptors S = 77.19 S = 1.11 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 73. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for community support of education 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 8.08 X = 8.00 X = 8.05 
S = 2.32 S — 2.48 S = 2.34 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 6.12 X = 7.54 X = 6.70 
<10 S = 1.74 S = 2.25 S = 2.05 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
>10 X = 6.57 X = 6.25 X = 6.36 
S = 1.98 S — 1.48 S = 1.64 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 7.19 X = 7.29 
descriptors S = 2.25 S = 2.20 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 74. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for community pressures 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 15.25 X 15.85 X = 15.47 
S = 1.80 S = 1.99 S = 1.87 
N = 24 N 14 N 38 
X = 16.68 X 16.63 X 3 16.66 
<10 S = 0.94 S 1.43 S 1.14 
N = 16 N 11 N 27 
%io X = 16.14 X 15.91 X 16.00 
S = 2.26 S 1.92 S = 2.00 
N = 7 N 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 15.87 X 16.10 
descriptors S = 1.73 S 1.80 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 75. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MŒS experience category for the concept Mason City High School 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 12.87 X = 12.85 X = 12.86 
S = 4.55 S = 3.46 S = 4.13 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 12.00 X = 12.09 X = 12.03 
<10 S = 3.77 S = 3.80 S = 3.71 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
o
 
1—1 AI 
X = 15.14 X = 13.50 X = 14.10 
S = 9.99 S = 4.94 S = 6.99 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 12.91 X = 12,83 
descriptors S = 5.39 S = 4.01 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 76. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept Mason City High School 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis Post <» r* 1 
<4 years X = 17.62 X 19.28 X 18.23 
S = 2.88 S 3.95 S 3.36 
N = 24 N 14 N 38 
>4 X = 18.50 X 17.45 X = 18.07 
<10 S = 2.89 S 2.62 S = 2.78 
N = 16 N 11 N = 27 
210 X = 17.42 X 18.50 X 18.10 
S = 5.85 S 3.09 S = 4.18 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 17.89 X a 18.48 
descriptors S = 3.40 S = 3.32 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 77. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept students at Mason 
City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 14.25 X = 14.57 X = 14.36 
S = 3.42 S = 3.65 S = 3.46 
N =» 24 N = 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 13.62 X = 13.72 X = 13.66 
<10 S = 4.58 S = 4.14 S = 4.33 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
>10 X = 16.14 X = 14.58 X = 15.15 
S = 4.87 s = 3.60 S = 4.05 
N = 7 N = 12 N = IS 
Visit X = 14.31 X = 14.32 
descriptors S = 4.06 s = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 78. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept students at Mason 
City High School as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X 20.20 X = 21.35 X 20.63 
S 3.29 S = 3.89 S 3.52 
N 24 N = 14 N 38 
>4 X 21.06 X 20.81 X 20.96 
<10 S 2.74 S 2.89 S 2.75 
N 
= 16 N = 11 N 27 
%10 X 19.71 X 21.33 X 20.73 
S 2.36 S 3.25 S = 2.99 
N 7 N 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 20.42 X 21.18 
descriptors S = 2.97 S 3.33 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 7g. Descriptive presentation, of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept education in America 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 18.33 X = 21.14 X 19.36 
S = 5.54 S = 4.63 S 5.34 
N = 24 N = 14 N 38 
>4 X = 17.68 X 18.00 X 17.81 
410 S = 4.79 S = 5.45 S = 4.97 
N = 16 N 11 N = 27 
a 10 X = 17.57 X 16.00 X 16.57 
S = 5.38 S 3.76 S = 4.35 
IN = 7 N = 12 W = 19 
Visit X = 18.00 X 18.54 
descriptors S = 5.17 S = 5.02 
N = 47 N 37 
Table 80. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept education in America 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 20.62 X = 21.14 X = 20.81 
S = 4.43 S = 3.67 S 4.12 
N = 24 N 14 N 38 
>4 X = 20.81 X 22.00 X = 21.29 
<10 S 5.33 S 3.68 S 4.68 
N = 16 N 11 N 27 
o
 
H
 
A
l 
X 20.57 X 19.08 X 19.63 
S = 5.41 S 4.12 S = 4.54 
N 7 N 12 N = 19 
Visit X 20.68 X 20.72 
descriptors S 4.78 S = 3.91 
N 47 N a  37 
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Table 81. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept parents of Mason City 
High School students as measured by the evaluative scale of 
the semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 X = 15.75 X = 17.00 X = 16.21 
S = 3.71 S = 4.03 S = 3.82 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
A
I 
X = 15.87 X = 15.63 X = 15.77 
ilQ S = 5.27 S = 3.88 S — 4.67 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
>10 X = 13.71 X = 14.91 X = 14.47 
S = 3.68 S = 3.08 S = 3.27 
N = 7 w  = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 15.48 X = 15.91 
descriptors S = 4.27 S = 3.71 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 82. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept parents of Mason City 
High School students as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 X = 20.91 X _ 22.71 X = 21.57 
S = 3.06 S 3.70 S = 3.38 
N = 24 N 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 21.18 X 22.18 X = 21.59 
<10 S — 4.05 S = 2.56 S = 3.50 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
t i o  X = 21.42 X S 19.91 X = 20.47 
S = 3.69 S s 4.14 S = 3.94 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 21.08 X 21.64 
descriptors S = 3.44 S = 3.68 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 83. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept teacher home visits 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 15.91 X = 14.78 X = 15.50 
S = 4.79 S = 4.28 S = 4.58 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
IV
 
X = 13.62 X = 11.90 X = 12.92 
<10 S = 5.66 S =» 4.48 S = 5.19 
N = 16 N = 11 N = 27 
IV
 
H
 
O
 
X = 15.42 X = 13.58 X = 14.26 
S = 7.36 S = 3.70 S = 5.22 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 15.06 X = 13.54 
descriptors S = 5.49 S = 4.22 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 84. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept teacher home visits 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 22.33 X = 20.71 X 21.73 
S = 3.63 S 3.89 S 3.76 
N = 24 N 14 N 38 
X 20.50 X 21.36 X 20.85 
<10 S = 4.81 S 2.11 S = 3.90 
N. = 16 N 11 N = 27 
%10 X = 22.71 X = 20.33 X = 21.21 
S = 3.14 S = 3.89 S = 3.73 
N = 7 N 12 N = 19 
Visit X 21.76 X 20.78 
descriptors S = 4.03 S 3.39 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 85. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept teachers at Mason 
City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 years X = 13.58 X = 14.00 X = 13.73 
S = 2.96 S = 3.76 S 3.23 
N = 24 N = 14 N 38 
:4 X « 12.68 X 13.09 X = 12.85 
<10 S « 4.74 S 3.67 S 12.26 
N » 16 N 11 N 27 
IV
 
H
 
O
 
X = 13.28 X 14.00 X 13.73 
S » 4.92 S 4.11 S = 4.30 
N = 7 N 12 N = 19 
Visit X = 13.23 X = 13.72 
descriptors s = 3.87 S = 3.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 86. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
MCHS experience category for the concept teachers at Mason 
City High School as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
MCHS experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<4 X = 18.75 X = 21.64 X 19.81 
S = 3.84 S = 3.81 S = 4.03 
N = 24 N = 14 N = 38 
>4 X = 20.31 X 21.00 X 20.59 
<10 S = 4.01 S = 4.31 S = 4.06 
N = 16 N = 11 N 27 
>10 X = 20.85 X s 19.41 X = 19.94 
S = 5.01 S = 2.81 S = 3.70 
N = 7 N = 12 N = 19 
Visit X •= 19.59 X 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.08 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N a 37 
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Table 87. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the total education scale 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 75.76 X = 75.27 X = 75.54 
S = 4.88 S = 5.64 S = 5.13 
N = 13 N = 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 72.50 X = 74.35 X = 73.26 
<15 S = 4.76 S = 5.79 S = 5.21 
N = 20 N = 14 N = 34 
215 X = 71.07 X = 69.50 X = 70.34 
S = 3.26 S = 4.38 S = 3.82 
N = 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 72.97 X = 73.05 
descriptors S = 4.69 S = 5.76 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 88. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for curriculum issues 
Total experience 
Expérience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 10.23 X = 11.27 X 10.70 
S = 1.23 S = 0.78 S = 1.16 
N = 13 N = 11 N S 24 
>6 X = 10.90 X = 10.64 X S 10.79 
<15 S = 1.41 S = 0.74 S = 1.17 
N = 20 N = 14 N 34 
215 X = 10.85 X = 10.91 X 10.88 
S = 1.23 S = 1.62 S 1.39 
N = 14 N = 12 N 26 
Visit X = 10.70 X = 10.91 
descriptors S = 1.31 S = 1.11 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 89. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for community support of education 
Total experience 
Experience Previa it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 8.30 X = 7.90 X = 8.12 
S = 2.46 S = 2.62 S = 2.49 
N = 13 N = 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 7.10 X = 7.50 X = 7.26 
<15 S = 2.24 S = 2.21 S = 2.20 
N 
= 20 N = 14 N = 34 
215 X 6.28 X = 6.50 X = 6.38 
S = 1.68 s = 1.67 S = 1.65 
N 
= 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X c  7.19 X =• 7.29 
descriptors S = 2.25 S = 2.20 
N 
= 
47 N = 37 
Table 90. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for community pressures 
Total experience 
Experience Pest vi descriptors 
<6 years X = 15.30 X 16.18 X _ 15.70 
S = 1.37 S 1.99 S = 1.70 
N = 13 N 11 N 24 
>6 X = 15.70 X 15.85 X 15.76 
<15 S = 1.86 S 1.87 S 1.84 
N = 20 N 14 N 34 
215 X = 16.64 X 16.33 X 16.50 
S = 1.69 S = 1.67 S 1.65 
N = 14 N = 12 N 26 
Visit X = 15.87 X S 16.10 
descriptors s = 1.73 S 1.80 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 91. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 11.76 X 11.81 X = 11.79 
S = 3.87 S = 3.31 S = 3.55 
N = 13 N 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 13.50 X 13.35 X 13.44 
<15 S = 4.85 S = 3.99 S = 4.45 
N = 20 N = 14 N = 34 
-15 X = 13.14 X = 13.16 X 13.15 
S = 7.26 S = 4.74 S 6.11 
N = 14 N 12 N 26 
Visit X = 12.91 X = 12.83 
descriptors S = 5.39 S 4.01 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 92. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
Total experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X _ 17.61 X _ 17.63 X 17.62 
S = 2.90 S - 3.07 S 2.91 
N 13 N = 11 N 24 
>6 V IS 40 _ 1 0 -TO V 10 C C 
<15 S 3.18 S = 3.* 49 S = 3.26 
N 20 N = 14 N 34 
>15 X = 17.42 X = 18.91 X 18.11 
S = 4.20 S 3.47 S 3.88 
N 14 N 12 N = 26 
Visit X 17.89 X = 18.48 
descriptors S = 3.40 S = 3.32 
N = 47 N = 37 
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Table 93. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept students at Mason 
City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prevlsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 13.38 X = 12.54 X = 13.00 
S = 3.57 S = 3.50 S = 3.48 
N = 13 N = 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 14.40 X = 15.14 X = 14.70 
<15 S = 4.44 S = 3.37 S = 3.99 
N = 20 N = 14 N = 34 
%15 X = 15.07 X = 15.00 X = 15.03 
S = 4.04 S = 3.97 S = 3.93 
N = 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 14.31 X = 14.32 
descriptors S = 4.06 S = 3.70 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 94. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept students at Mason 
City High School as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differencial 
Total experience 
Experience Prévisit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 20.38 X C  20.72 X = 20.54 
S = 3.68 S 3S 4.45 S = 3.96 
N = 13 N S . 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 20,70 X = 21.07 X = 20.85 
<15 S = 3.11 S 2.12 S = 2.72 
N = 20 N 14 N = 34 
-15 X = 20.07 X 21.75 X = 20.84 
S = 2.09 S S 3.51 S = 2.90 
N = 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 20.42 X 21.18 
descriptors S = 2.97 S 3.33 
N = 47 N 37 
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Table 95. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept education in America 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Total experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 19.38 X = 19.00 X S 19.20 
S 6.33 S = 5.79 S 5.96 
N = 13 N 11 N 24 
>6 X = 17.10 X = 20.00 X 18.29 
<15 S 5.11 S = 5.09 S 5.23 
N — 20 N = 14 N = 34 
215 X 18.00 X S 16.41 X = 17.26 
S 4.03 S = 3.67 S 3.88 
N 14 N 12 N 26 
Visit X = 18.00 X 18.54 
descriptors S = 5.17 S 5.02 
N = 47 N = 37 
Table 96. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept education in America 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 20.00 X - 20.54 X 20.25 
S = 3.48 S = 4.05 3 3.68 
N = 13 N = 11 N 24 
>6 X = 21.25 X = 21.28 X 21.26 
<15 S — 5.49 S = 3.47 S = 4.70 
N = 20 N = 14 N = 34 
215 X = 20.50 X = 20.25 X S 20.38 
s = 4.97 S = 4.49 S = 4.66 
N = 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 20.68 X = 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.78 S = 3.91 
N = 47 N •= 37 
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Table 97. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept parents of Mason City 
High School students as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X 15.23 X 14.27 X = 14.79 
S 3.49 S 3.60 S = 3.50 
N 13 N 11 N = 24 
>6 X 15.65 X = 17.57 X = 16.44 
<15 S = 5.13 S 3.15 S = 4.47 
N 20 N 14 N = 34 
>15 X 15.50 X 15.50 X = 15.50 
- S = 3.85 S 3.89 S = 3.79 
N 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X 15.48 X = 15.91 
descriptors S = 4.27 S 3.71 
N = 47 N 37 
Table 98. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept parents of Mason City 
High School students as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X 20.30 X = 21.36 X 20.79 
S 3.54 S - 3.41 S = 3.45 
N 13 N " 11 N 24 
>6 X 20.95 X = 22.92 X 21.76 
<15 S 3.80 S = 2.92 S 3.55 
N 20 N = 14 N 34 
>15 X = 22.00 X = 20.41 X 21.26 
S = 2.77 S » 4.46 S 3.66 
N 
= 14 N » 12 N 26 
Visit X = 21.08 X « 21.64 
descriptors S = 3.44 S = 3.68 
N 
= 47 N = •37 
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Table 9f9. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept teacher home visits 
as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = 16.46 X = 13.09 X = 14.91 
S = 4.92 S = 5.37 S = 5.30 
N = 13 N = 11 N 24 
>6 X 13.75 X = 13.28 X = 13.55 
<15 S = 5.80 S = 3.38 S = 4.89 
N = 20 N = 14 N = 34 
215 X 15.64 X = 14.25 X 15.00 
S 5.48 S = 4.20 S = 4.89 
N = 14 N = 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 15.06 X = 13.54 
descriptors S = 5.49 S = 4.22 
N 
= 47 N = 37 
Table 100. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept teacher home visits 
as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group 
< 6 years X _ 22.23 X 19.72 X = 21.08 
S = 4.12 S 3.77 S = 4.08 
N = 13 N 11 N = 24 
>6 X = 20.65 X 21.64 X = 21.05 
<15 S = 4.59 S 2.37 S = 3.82 
N = 20 N 14 N = 34 
-15 X 22.92 X 20.75 X = 21.92 
S = 2.75 S 4.00 S = 3.49 
N 
= 14 N 12 N = 26 
Visit X = 21.76 X 20.78 
descriptors S = 4.03 S = 3.39 
N = 47 N = 37 
222 
Table 101. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept teachers at Mason 
City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
Total experience 
Experience Prévis it group Post visit group descriptors 
<6 years X = •  12.38 X 12.09 X = 12.25 
S 1.85 S = 3.56 S = 2.70 
N 13 N =  11 N =  24 
>6 X 14.50 X 14.78 X = 14.61 
<15 S 4.62 S 3.30 S 4.08 
N 20 N 14 N 34 
^15 X 12.21 X = 14.00 X s 13.03 
S =  3.80 S = 4.22 S =  4.02 
N = 14 N 12 K 26 
Visit X = 13.23 X 13.72 
descriptors S =  3.87 S 3.76 
N = 47 N =  37 
Table 102. Descriptive presentation of the data for teacher group and 
total teaching experience for the concept teachers at Mason 
City High School as measured by the potency scale of the 
ooti%oT*^*4 f* AA 
Total experience 
Experience Previsit group Post visit group descriptors 
< 6 years X = 18.30 X = 20.27 X — 19.20 
S = 3.77 S 3.52 S 3.71 
N = 13 N 11 N 24 
>6 X 20.20 X 21.14 X 20.58 
<15 S = 4.09 S 4.41 S = 4.19 
N = 20 N = 14 N SS 34 
Z15 X = 19.92 X 20.66 X S 20.26 
S = 4.37 S 3.20 S = 3.82 
N = 14 N ss 12 N = 26 
Visit X 19.59 X o 20.72 
descriptors S = 4.08 S 3.70 
N 47 N 37 
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Table 103. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the total education scale 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 67.20 X = 67.96 X = 70.20 X = 68.35 
S = 6.27 S = 4.76 S = 5.30 S = 5.56 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 71.28 X = 70.76 X = 71.03 X = 71.03 
S = 4.94 S = 7.26 S = 4.17 S = 5.53 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 69.17 X = 69.26 X = 70.62 
descriptors S = 5.98 S = 6.16 S = 4.73 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 104. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for curriculum issues 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 11.83 X = 10.86 X = 11.12 X = 11.28 
S = 1.51 S = 1.63 S = 1.85 S = 1.69 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 11.28 X = 12.07 X = 11.50 X = 11.61 
S = 1.51 S = 1.67 S = 1.52 S = 1.58 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 11.56 X = 11.42 X = 11.31 
descriptors S = 1.52 S = 1.74 S = 1.69 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
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Table 105. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for community support of education 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X « 11.00 X = 9.76 X = 8.92 X = 9.95 
S = 2.90 S = 3.08 S = 2.62 S = 2.97 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 10.03 X = 10.00 X = 8.88 X = 9.65 
S = 3.04 S = 3.22 S = 2.38 S = 2.92 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 10.53 X = 9.87 X = 8.90 
descriptors S = 2.98 S = 3.12 S = 2.48 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 106. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for community pressures 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior 
Sex 
descriptors 
Male X 13.46 
S = 2.31 
N - 30 
Female X 14.07 
S = 2.12 
N 
= 28 
Class X 13.75 
descriptors S = 2.22 
N = 58 
X = 13.13 
S = 2.30 
N = 30 
A — x** 
s 
N 
X 
S 
N 
•".23 
1.68 
26 
13.64 
2.09 
56 
X = ± 4 . 4 0  
s = 1.87 
N = 25 
s 
N 
X 
S 
N 
14.42 
2.24 
26 
14.45 
2.05 
51 
A  "  
s = 
N = 
2.23 
85 
X = 14.23 
S = 2.01 
N = 80 
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Table 107. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept Mason City High School as measured by 
the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X =• 17.26 X 15.50 X 15.76- X = 16.20 
S 6.61 S 5.07 S 6.62 S = 6.09 
N = 30 N = 30 N =s 25 N = 85 
Female X = 16.53 X 18.88 X 14.84 X 16.75 
S = 5.87 S 6.04 S 5.40 S 5.94 
N 28 N 26 N 26 N 80 
Class X = 16.91 X 17.07 X 15.29 
descriptors S 6.22 S 5.75 S 5.99 
N 58 N 56 N 51 
Table 108. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept Mason City High School as measured by 
the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior das cri?tars 
Male X 18.66 X 19.43 X 19.04 X 19.04 
S 3.98 S 3.66 S 4.02 S 3.85 
N 30 S = 30 N = 25 N 85 
Female X 19.50 X 20.30 X 18.46 X S 19.42 
S 3.98 s 4.07 S 3.51 S. 3.89 
N 
= 28 N 26 N 26 N S 80 
Class X 19.06 X 19.83 X 18.74 
descriptors S 9B 3.97 S 3.85 S 3.74 
N 58 N ss 56 N 51 
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Table 109. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept students at Mason City High School as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 20.66 X = 17.83 X = 18.72 X = 19.09 
S = 6.56 S = 5.86 S = 6.55 S = 6.36 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 19.28 X = 21.61 X = 17.50 X = 19.46 
S = 5.32 S = 6.97 S = 4.68 S = 5.90 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 20.00 X = 19.58 X = 18.09 
descriptors S = 5.98 S = 6.62 S = 5.65 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 110. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept students at Mason City High School as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 20.96 X = 20.43 X = 20.96 X = 20.77 
S = 4.25 S = 3.87 S = 4.09 S = 4.03 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 21.28 X = 21.46 X = 20.96 X = 21.23 
S = 3.92 S = 4.97 S = 3.50 S = 4.12 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 21.12 X = 20.91 X = 20.96 
descriptors S = 4.06 S = 4.40 S = 3.76 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
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Table 111. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept education in America as measured by 
the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior S enior descriptors 
Male X - 16.83 X = 16.63 X = 17.76 X = 17.03 
S = 6.34 S = 5.23 S = 5.77 S = 5.75 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 17.42 X = 21.46 X = 16.11 X = 17.55 
S = 6.25 S = 4.97 S = 5.00 S = 6.08 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 17.12 X = 17.78 X = 16.92 
descriptors S = 6.25 S = 6.04 S = 5.40 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 112. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept education in America as measured by 
the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 18.36 X = 19.56 X = 19.32 X = 19.07 
S = 5.23 S = 4.24 S = 4.43 S = 4.64 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 19.28 X = 19.57 X = 18.57 X = 17.55 
S = 3.62 S = 4.92 S = 3.71 S = 6.08 
N = 28 N =» 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 18.81 X = 19.57 X = 18.94 
descriptors S = 4.51 S = 4.53 S = 4.05 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
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Table 113. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior S enior descriptors 
Male X = 19.93 X = 18.03 X 18.68 X 18.89 
S 8.78 S = 6.49 S = 6.93 S 7.45 
N 
= 30 N = 30 N = 25 N 85 
Female X = 19.71 X = 20.46 X = 15.61 X = 18.62 
S = 6.71 S = 6.26 S = 5.11 S = 6.37 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X 19.82 X 19.16 X = 17.11 
descriptors s 7.78 S 6.44 S 6.20 
- N = 58 N = 56 N 51 
Table 114. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept parents of Mason City High School 
students as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X 
= 21.63 X 21.83 X = 23.08 X = 22.12 
S = 5.48 S 3.90 S = 5.06 S = 4.83 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N 85 
Female X 21.75 X 23.07 X = 21.03 X 21.95 
S = 3.80 S 3.18 S 3.42 S = 3.54 
N 28 N 26 N 26 N 80 
Class X 21.68 X 22.41 X 22.03 
descriptors S = 4.70 S 3.61 S = 4.38 
N 58 N 56 N — 51 
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Table 115. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 21.06 X =• 20.43 X = 21.24 X = 20.89 
S = 9.50 S = 8.59 S = 8.92 S = 8.92 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 20.67 X = 23.73 X = 16.34 X = 20.26 
S = 9.71 S = 7.91 S = 7.24 S = 8.81 
N = 28 , N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 20.87 X = 21.96 X = 18.74 
descriptors S = 9.52 S = 8.37 S = 8.39 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 116. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Ses 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X 24.33 X = 24.93 X 26.68 X = 25.23 
S = 5.85 S 5.15 S 4.77 s s 5.33 
N 30 N 30 N 25 N 85 
Female X = 25.64 X 26.46 X 23.26 X 25.13 
S = 3.70 S — 4.65 S 5.31 s 4.72 
N = 28 N 26 N 26 N = 80 
Class X S 24.96 X 25.64 X 24.94 
descriptors S = 4.93 S 4.94 s 5.29 
N = . 58 N 56 N 51 
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Table 117. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Sex 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 16.26 X = 14.96 X = 16.48 X = 15.87 
S = 7.97 S = 7.75 S = 9.20 S = 8.20 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X ^  17.42 X = 19.15 X = 12.19 X = 16.28 
S = 7.73 S = 7.86 S = 4.56 S = 7.43 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 16.82 X = 16.91 X = 14.29 
descriptors S = 7.81 S = 8.01 S = 7.46 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 118. Descriptive presentation of the data for student class and sex 
category for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
S 
Sex Sophomore Junior Senior descriptors 
Male X = 20.53 X = 21.70 X = 21.04 X = 21.09 
S = 4.31 S = 4.80 S = 5.58 S = 4.85 
N = 30 N = 30 N = 25 N = 85 
Female X = 20.89 X = 22.69 X = 19.61 X = 21.06 
S — 4.32 S = 3.73 S = 5.08 S = 4.53 
N = 28 N = 26 N = 26 N = 80 
Class X = 20.70 X = 22.16 X = 20.31 
descriptors S = 4.28 s = 4.33 s = 5.33 
N = 58 N = 56 N = 51 
Table 119. Analysis of variance between parent groups as measured by the total education scale 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Moan S.D. F-value PVP/PSVPa PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 71.88 5.02 0.58 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 70.87 5.18 
Post high 
parents 27 71.59 4.97 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 70 .,60 6.20 
®PVP/PSVP = prevrlslt parents-post visit parents comparison 
PVP/PHP = previlslt parents-post tiigh parents comparison 
PVP/JHP = prevxsit parents-junior high parents comparison 
PSVP/PHP = post visit parents-post high parents comparison 
PSVP/JHP = post visit parents-junior high parents comparison 
PHP/JHP = post high parents-junior high parents comparison. 
Table 120. Analysis of variance between parent groups on curriculum issues 
Number Mean 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/THP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 11.16 1.23 1.47 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 11.30 1.17 
Post high 
parents 27 10.96 1.48 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 10.76 1.91 
Table 121, Analysis of variance between parent groups on community support of education 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value 'PVP/PSVP FVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/Jlff PHP/JHP 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 7.53 2.37 1.01 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 7.64 2.44 
Post high 
parents 27 6.83 2.10 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 7.11 2.32 
Table 122. Analysis of variance between parent groups on community pressures 
ANÛV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 15.12 2.42 0.96 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 15.53 1.91 
Post high 
parents 27 15.51 1.67 
to 
Junior w 
high 
parents 43 14.90 2.63 
Table 123. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept Mason City High School as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F~value _______ 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP "PW/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP"" PHP/JHP 
Prévisit 
parents 50 12.58 3.89 2.93 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 14.69 5.46 
Post high 
parents 27 12.25 4.11 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 14.23 5.18 
Table 124. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept Mason City High School as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
PrévisIt 
parents 50 18.90 3.50 0.62 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 19.27 4.09 
Post high 
parents 27 18.03 3.95 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 18.!)3 4.60 
Table 125. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept students at Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value i'VP/PSVP PVP/PHF P\/p7jhp PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 14.90 3.72 , 1.21 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.4:1 5.19 
Post high 
parents 27 15.44 4.11 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 15.39 5.13 
Table 126. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept students at Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVF/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 20.76 3.10 1.85 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 20.95 3.89 
Post high 
parents 27 20.85 3.55 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 19.41 3.65 
Table 127. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept education in America as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value pvp/p.qyp PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/iPlg' PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prévisit 
parents 50 15.86 3.95 1.03 n.8. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.39 5.33 
Post high 
parents 27 14.74 3.79 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.69 5.62 
Table 128. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept education in America as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. r-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 20.12 3.93 0.41 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 19.58 4.43 
Post high 
parents 27 19.07 4.19 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 19.88 3.94 
Table 129. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept parents of Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value • 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVI'/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prévisit 
parents 50 16.28 4.43 0.40 n.s. n.s. n.a. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.14 4.72 
Post high 
parents 27 15.44 3.82 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.72 5.63 
Table 130. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept parents of Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
MOV Scheffe Test F-value ________ 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP ~PW/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP ~PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 21.62 4.08 1.42 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 22.48 4.73 
Post high 
parents 27 22.18 4.02 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 20.83 4.22 
Table 131. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept teacher home visits as 
measured by the evaluative ncale of the semantic differential 
ANOy Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value PVP/PSVP PVP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 15.28 4.96 1.00 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.4(> 8.06 
Post high 
parents 27 18.00 6.15 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.79 6.17 
Table 132. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept teacher home visits as 
measured by the potency sca].e of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F~value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value I'VP/PSVP Pyp/PHP PVP/JHP pgyp/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/ji^ 
Previsit 
parents 50 23.30 4,50 1.36 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 24.2% 5.31 
Post high 
parents 27 24.59 3.71 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 22.76 4,74 
Table 133. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept teachers at Mason City High 
School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheirfe Teat F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value Î'VP/PSVP P VP/PHP PVP/JHP PSVr/PHF PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 13.48 4.07 1.48 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 15.12 6,09 
Post high 
parents 27 13.62 4.15 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 15.11 5.11 
Table 134. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept teachers at Mason City High 
School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value VVP/FSVf PVP/PHP PVP'/JHP PSVP/PHP PSVP/JHP PHP/JHP 
Previsit 
parents 50 20.30 4.62 0.83 n.g. n.a. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 21.46 4.13 
Post high 
parents 27 20.4B 4.01 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 20.72 4.25 
247 
Table 135. Analysis of variance between parent groups as measured by the 
total education scale 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP^ HSP/JH? PHP/JH? 
High, school 
parents 131 71.26 5.13 0.35 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 71.59 5.97 
Junior high 
parents 43 70.60 6.20 
®HSP/PHP = high school parents-post high, parents comparison 
HSP/JHP • high school parents-junior high parents comparison 
PHP/JHP - post high, parents-junior high parents comparison. 
Table 136. Analysis of variance between parent groups on curriculum 
issues 
Standard ANOy Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High scnooi 
parents 131 11.25 1.20 2.05 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 10.96 1.48 
Junior high 
parents 43 10.76 1.91 
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Table 137. Analysis of variance between parent groups on community support 
of education 
Number Mean 
S tandard 
deviation 
MOV Scheffe Test F-value 
F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 7.61 2,40 1.51 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 6.88 2.10 
Junior high 
parents 43 7.11 2.32 
Table 138. Analysis of variance between parent groups on community 
pressures 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
F-value HSP/PHP eSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 15.37 2.12 0.89 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 15.51 1.67 
Junior high 
parents 43 14.30 2.63 
Table 139. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
Mason City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of 
the semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 13.88 5.01 1.48 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 12.25 4.11 
Junior high 
parents 43 14.23 5.18 
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Table 140. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
Mason City High School as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 19.13 3.86 0.81 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 18.03 3.95 
Junior high 
parents 43 4.60 
Table 141. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
students at Mason City High School as measured by the evalu­
ative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 15.84 4.73 0.19 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 15.44 4.11 
Junior high 
parents 43 15.39 5.13 
Table 142. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
students at Mason City High. School as measured by the potency 
scale of the semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test F-value 
HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 20.87 3.60 2.75 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 20.85 3.55 
Junior high 
Barents 43 19.41 3.65 
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Table 143. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
education in Merica as measured by the evaluative scale of 
the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Nunber Mean deviation F-value ESP/PEP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 16.19 4.84 1.38 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 14.74 3.79 
Junior high 
parents 43 16.69 5.63 
Table 144. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
education in America as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PH? HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 19.78 4.24 0.37 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 19.07 4.19 
Junior high 
parents 43 19.88 3.94 
Table 145. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
parents of Mason City High School students as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Kusiber Mean deviation F-value ESP/PEP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 16.19 4.59 0.60 ' n.s. zi«s* n*s« 
Post high 
parents 27 15.44 3.82 
Junior high 
parents 43 16.72 5.63 
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Table 146.. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
parents of Mason Ci.ty High School students as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOy Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 22.15 4.49 1.54 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 22.18 4.02 
Junior high 
parents 43 20.83 4.22 
Table 147. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
teacher home visits as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 16.01 7.04 1.03 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 18.00 6.15 
Junior high 
parents 43 16.79 6.17 
Table 148. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
teacher home visits as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 23.91 5.02 1.38 n.s. 5#8 » UvS* 
Post high 
parents 27 24.59 3.71 
Junior high 
parents 43 22.76 4.74 
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Table 149. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
teachers at Mason City High. School as measured by the evalu­
ative scale of the. semantic differential 
Standard ASOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP THP/jrip 
High school 
parents 131 14,49 5.45 0.67 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 13.63 4.15 
Junior high 
parents 43 15.11 5.11 
Table 150. Analysis of variance between parent groups for the concept 
teachers at Mason City High School as measured by the potency 
scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
• Number Mean deviation F-value HSP/PHP HSP/JHP PHP/JHP 
High school 
parents 131 21.05 4.34 0.25 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post high 
parents 27 20.48 4.01 
Junior high 
parents 43 20.72 4.25 
Table 151. Analysis oi: variance between teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students as measured by the total education scale 
Standard ANOV Scheffé Teat F-value 
Number Me<in deviation F-vfulue T/pvpa T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 73.01 5.15 
** 
n.s. n.s. 10.39 n.s. 3.11* n.s. 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 71.88 5.02 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 70.98 5.74 
Students 165 69 .,65 5.69 
^/PVP " teachers-prevlsit parents comparison 
T/PNHSS = teachers-parents of nonhlgh school students comparison 
T/S = teachers-students comparison 
PVP/PNHSS =» prevlslt parents-pareni;» of nonhlgh school students comparison 
PVP/S = prevlslt parents-students comparison 
PNHSS/S =» parents of nonhlgh school students-students comparison. 
Table 152. Analysis oJc variance between teachers, preyisit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students on curriculum issues 
Standard ANifv Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS " T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S ^PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 10.79 1.23 4.41** n.s. n.s. 4.93** n.s. n.s. 3.78** 
Pxrevlsit 
parents 50 11.16 1.25 1 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 10.84 1.74 
Students 165 11.44 1.64 
Table 153. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students on community support of education 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Meim deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 7.23 2.22 29.9!)** n.s. n.s. 27.40** n.s. 14.18** 28.41** 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 00
 
2.37 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 7.02 2.22 
Students 165 9.(30 2.94 
Table 154. Analysis oi: variance between teachers, prevlait parentiï, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students on comoiunlty pressures 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Me<m deviation F-vftXue T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 15.97 1.76 18.44 n.s. 2.90* 25.48** n.s. 5.91** 7.91** 
PrévisIt 
parents 50 15., 12 2.43 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 15.14 2.31 
Students 165 13.93 2.14 
Table 155. Analysis of variance beliween teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students aad students for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semaatlc differential 
Standard ANoy Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 12.88 4.80 13.27** n.s. n.s. 12.82 n.s. 10.37 7.93** 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 12.58 3.89 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 13.47 4.86 
atudents 165 16.46 6.01 
Table 156. Analysis oi; variance between teachers, prevlslt parent#, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard MOV Schisffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-v«ilue T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 18,15 3.36 l.ii<) n.s. X1«S« I1«S« n.s. ri*s* R # 8 # 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 18.90 3.50 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 18.58 4.35 
Students 165 19.23 3.86 
Table 157. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlsit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the. concept students at Mason City High. School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of tl)£ semantic differential 
Teachers 
Previait 
parents 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 
Students 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS 
84 
50 
Standard ANOV 
/ l: ( 
14.32 3.88 23.21' 
14.90 3.72 
Scheffe Test F-value 
T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
n.s, n.s, 25.93 
** 
n.s. 13.92** 13.95** 
70 
165 
15.41 
19.27 
4.73 
6.12 , 
Table 138. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students .and students for the concept students at Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
S tandard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 20.76 3.14 1.29 n.s. n.s. n«s* n.s. n.s. 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 20.76 3.10 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 19.97 3.65 
Students 165 21.00 4.07 
Table 159. Analysis of variance betwecMi teachers, previglt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for ilie concept education in America as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the seouintic differential 
Standard MOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Number tiean deviation F-value tTpVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
^ 
Teachers 84 18.23 5.08 3,.32 3.10 3.53 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Prévisit 
parents 50 15.86 3.95 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school N 
students 70 15.94 5.06 
Students 165 17.28 5.SO 
Table 160. Analysis of variance between teachers, previsit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for tb.e concept education in America as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard 
1 r Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Rte an deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 20.70 4.39 2.79* n.s. n.s. 3.90 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Previsit 
parents 50 20.12 3.93 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 70 19.57 4.03 
Students 165 19.10 4.37 
Table 161. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students .and students for the concept parents of Mason City High School students as 
measured by the evaluative «scale of the semantic differential 
Standard AHOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-Viîluè T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 15.67 4.02 7,.19** n.s. n.s. 8.13** n.s. 3.62* 4.86** 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 16.28 4.43 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 16.22 5.02 
Students 165 18.76 6.93 
Table 162. Analysis of variance between teachers, previslt parents, parents of nonhigh school 
students and students for the concept parents of Mason City. High School students as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 
Previsit 
parents 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 
Students 
84 
50 
70 
165 
21.33 
21.62 
21.35 
22,04 
3.54 
4.08 
0.79 n.s. n.s. 
4.17 
4.24 
n.s, n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Table 163. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the sensintlc differential 
Standard MOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 14.39 5.00 16.85** n.s. 3.06* 20.88** n.s. 10.55** 5.35** 
Prevlslt 
parents 50 15.28 4.96 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 17.25 6.15 
Students 165 20.58 8.84 
Table 164. Analysis of variance between teachers, previslt parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard Amv Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.77 13.40** 2.87* 4.15* 19.70** n.s. 4.37** 3.46* 
Prévisit 
parents 50 23.30 4.50 
» 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 23.47 4.43 
Students 165 25.18 5.03 
Table 165. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlsit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard MOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PVP T/PNHSS T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 13.45 3.81 4.55** n.s. n.s. 5.13** n.s. 3.45* n.s. 
Previsit 
parents 50 13.48 4.07 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 14.54 4.79 
Students 165 16.07 7.82 
Table 166. Analysis of variance between teachers, prevlsit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Teachers 
Prevlsit 
parents 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 
Students 
AWOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value t/PVP t/PNHSS 
84 20.09 3.94 1.02 n.s. n.s, 
50 20.38 4.62 
T/S PVP/PNHSS PVP/S PNHSS/S 
n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
70 20.62 4.13 
165 21.07 4.68 
lO 
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Table 167. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students as measured by the total education scale 
S tandard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-va].iie T/PSVPa T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 73.01 5.15 6.95^* 3.11* n.s. 10.42**, n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 70. «7 5.18 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
s tudents 70 70.98 5.74 
Students 165 69.65 5.69 
*T/PSVP = teachers-post visit parents comparison 
T/PNIISS " teachers-parents of nonhlgh school students comparison 
T/S « teachers-students com])arlson 
PSVP/PNIISS = post: visit parents-parents of nonhlgh school students comparison 
PS VP/S n post: visit parents-students comparison 
PNHSS/S " partmts of nonhlgh school students-students comparison. 
Table 168. Analysis of variance between lieachers, post visit parents, parents'x)f nonhigh school 
students and students on curriculum Issues 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-va].ue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 10.79 1.23 4.86 n.s. n.s. 5.14** n.s. n.s. 3.94** 
Post visit 
parents 81 11.30 1.17 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 70 10.fl4 1.75 
Students 165 11.44 1.64 
Table 169. Analysis of variance between teachers, poet visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students on commtixilty support of education 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 7.23 2.22 30.66** n.s. n.s. 27.50** n.s. 19.09** 28.49** 
Post visit 
parents 81 7.64 2.44 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 7.02 2.22 
Students 165 9.80 2.94 
Table 170, Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students on community pressures 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 15.97 1.76 22.65** n.s. 3.13* 27.53** n.s. 16.49** 8.56** 
Post visit 
parents 81 15.53 1,91 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 15.14 2.31 
Students 165 13.93 2.14 
Table 171. Analysis of variance between liiaachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
evaluative wcale of the semanlilc differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value • 
Number Mean deviation F-va].ue TTPSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 12.H8 4.80 9.91** n.s. n.s. 11.98** n.s. 2.87* 7.41** 
Post visit 
parents 81 14.69 5.46 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 13.47 4.86 
Students 165 16.46 6.01 
Table 172. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Metin deviation F-vW.ue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 18.15 3.36 1.(11 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 19.27 4.09 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 18.58 4.35 
Students 165 19.23 3.86 
Table 173. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept students at Mason City High School as measured by 
the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS Ï/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 14.32 3.88 19.66** 3.27* n.s. 24.39** n.s. 7.85** 13.12** 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.43 5.19 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 15.41 4.73 
Students 165 ' 19.27 6.12 
Table 174. Analysis of: variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept students at Mason City High School as measured by 
the potency scale of the semsjritlc differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-velue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 20.76 3.14 1.30 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 20.95 3.89 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 70 19.97 3.65 
Students 165 21.0(1 4.07 
Tilble 175. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school 
students and students for the concept education in America as measured by the evaluative 
scale of th(i semantic differencial 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-va].ue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 18.%3 5.08 2.75* n.s. 3.35* xi«s« HaS* n*s* 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.39 5.33 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 70 15.94 5.06 
Students 165 17.%8 5.90 
Table 176. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept education In America as measured by the potency 
scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-va.Lue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 20.70 4.39 2.51 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 19.58 4,43 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 19.57 4.03 
Students 165 19.10 4.37 
Table 177. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and student» for the concept parents of Mason City High School students as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value ; 
Number Mean deviation F-va lue WpSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 15.67 4.02 7.78** n.s. n.s. 8.25** n.s. 5.80** 4.93** 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.14 4.72 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 16.22 5.02 
Students 165 18.76 6.93 
Table 178. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept parents of Mason City High School students as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.54 1.47 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Post visit 
parents 81 22.48 4.73 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 21.35 4.17 
Students 165 22.04 4.24 
Table 179. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the evaluative 
scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value " 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 14.39 5.00 14.04 n.s. n.s. 18.67 n.s. 8.07 4.78 
Post visit 
parents 81 16.46 8.06 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 17.25 6.15 
Students 165 20.58 8.84 
Table 180. Analysis of variance between teachers> post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the potency 
scale of the semantic differential 
S tandard MOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Number Mean. deviation F-value T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.77 12.56** 
** 
8.02 3.87** 18.35** n.s. 8.07** 4.78** 
Post visit 
parents 81 24.29 5.31 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 23.47 4.43 
Students 165 25.18 5.03 
Table 181. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhigh school 
students and students for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-va.L'ue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 13.45 3.81 3.33* n.s. n.s. 4.80** n.s. Ho 8 # XI* S • 
Post visit 
parents 81 15.12 6.09 
Parents of 
nonhigh 
school 
students 70 14.54 4.79 
Students 165 16.07 7.82 
Table 182. Analysis of variance between teachers, post visit parents, parents of nonhlgh school 
students and students for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the aemantlc differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-v&lue T/PSVP T/PNHSS T/S PSVP/PNHSS PSVP/S PNHSS/S 
Teachers 84 20.09 3.94 1.(0. n.s. n.s. n # S # R # 8 # n $ 8 # ri*s« 
Post visit 
parents 81 21.46 4.13 
Parents of 
nonhlgh 
school 
students 70 20.62 4.13 
Students 165 21.07 4.68 
Table 183. Analysis o;f variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parent» of junior high school students and students as measured by 
the total education scale 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean iî.D. F-value T/HS].^^ T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JItP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 04 73.01 5.15 5.59** n.s. n.s. n.s. 7.06** n.s. h.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 71.26 5.13 
Post 
high 
parents 27 71.59 4.97 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 70.60 6.20 
Students 165 69.65 5.69 
*T/HSP = teachers-high school parents comparison 
T/PHP = teachers-post high parencn comparison 
T/JHP = teachers-parents of junior high students 
T/S = teachers-students comparison 
HSP/PHP = high school parents-post high parents comparison 
HSP/JHP = high school parents-junior hi^ parents comparison 
HSP/S = high school parents-students comparison 
PHP/JHP = post ktgh parents-junior liigh. parents comparison 
PHP/S = post high parento-studenCiï comparison 
JHP/S => junior high parents-stud(ints comparison. 
Table 184. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high sichool students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students on curriculum 
Issues 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value WhSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSPTpÏIP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/8 .THP/S 
Teachers 84 10.79 1.23 3.77 n.s.. n.s. n.s. 3.54** n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 11.25 1.20 
Post 
high 
parents 27 10.96 1.48 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 10.76 1.91 
Students 165 11.44 1.64 
Table 185. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students on community 
support of education 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/UISP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHF PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 7.23 2.22 24.42** n.u. n.s. n.s. 18.66** n.s. n.s. 17.82** n.s. 10.02** 12.55** 
High 
school 
parents 131 7.61 2.40 
Post 
high 
parents 27 6.88 2.10 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 7.11 2.32 
Students 165 9.80 2.94 
Table 186. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high wchool students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students on community 
pressures 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/ttllP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PllP HSP/JH1» HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 15.97 1.76 16.47** n.£i„ n.s. 2.45* 17.61** n.s. n.s. 11.53** n.s. 4.41** 2.45* 
High 
school 
parents 131 15.37 2.12 
Post 
high 
parents 27 15.51 1.67 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 14.90 2.63 
/ 
Students 165 13.93 2.14 
Table 187. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of Junior high school students and students for the concept 
Mason City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
MOV Scheffe Test F-value -
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/HSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 12.88 4.80 9.15** n.g. n.s. n.s. 8.40** n.a. n.s. 5.73 n.s. 4.81** n.s. 
High 
school > 
parents 131 13.88 5.01 
Post 
high 
parents 27 12.25 4.11 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 14.23 5.18 
Students 165 16.46 6.01 
Table 188. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
Mason City High School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/miP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PUP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 18.15 3.36 1.54 n.s,. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 19.13 3.86 
Post 
high 
parents 27 18.03 3.95 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 18.93 4.60 
Students 165 19.23 3.86 
Table 189. Analysis ol' variance betxfeen teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parent:: of junior high school students and students for the concept 
students at: Mason City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
MOV Schiaffe Test F-value • 
Number Mean S.D. F-va].ue T/liSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 14.32 3.88 16.65** n.s. n.s. n.s. 17.11** n.s. n.s. 10.78** n.s. 4.25** 6.43** 
High 
school 
parents 131 15.84 4.73 
Post 
high 
parents 27 15.44 4.11 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 15.39 5.13 
Students 165 19.27 6.12 
Table 190. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
students at Mason City High School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
Number Mean S.D. 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
F-value T/IL'SP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 20.76 3.14 1*62 Had* n«s* ii«s« Ti*s» n # s # ix»s* n » s # ix«s« n # s # n # s * 
High 
school 
parents 131 20.87 3.60 
Post 
high 
parents 27 20.85 3.55 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 19.41 3.65 
Students 165 21.00 4.07 
Table 191. Analysis of variance beWeen teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
education In America as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/tt'iP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 18.23 5.08 3.24 2.52* 2.93* n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 16.19 4.84 
Post 
high 
parents 27 14.74 3.79 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.69 5.63 
Students 165 17.28 5.90 
Table 192. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
education in America as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/HSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHpTs 
Teachers 84 20.70 4.39 2.10 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 19.78 4.24 
Post 
high 
parents 27 19.07 4.19 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 19.88 3.94 
Students 165 19.10 4.37 
Table 193. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
parents of Mason City High School students as measured by the evaluative scale of the 
semantic differential 
ANOy Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value WhSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 15.67 4.02 6.59** n.s. n.s. n.s. 5.76** n.s. n.s. 5.24** n.s. 2.77* n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 16.19 4.59 
Post 
high 
parents 27 15.44 3.82 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.72 5.63 
Students 165 18.76 6.93 
Table 194. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
parents of Mason City High School students as measured by the potency scale of the 
semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Teat F-value 
Ntimber Mean S.D. F-value T/HSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.54 1.25 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.a. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 22.15 4.49 
Post 
high 
parents 27 22.18 4.02 vo 
ON 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 20.83 4.22 
Students 165 22.04 4.24 
Table 195. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
teacher home visits as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/)ÏSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 14.39 5.00 12.52 n.u. n.s. n.s. 13.27 n.s. n.s. 9.51 n.s. n.s. 3.05 
High 
school 
parents 131 16.01 7.04 
Post 
high 
parents 27 18.00 6.15 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 16.79 6.17 
Students 165 20.58 8.84 
Table 196. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
teacher home visits as measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/HSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.77 10.01** 5.11** 8.14** n.a. 12.40** n.s. n.s. 83.72** n.s. n.s. 2.99* 
High 
school 
parents 131 23.91 5.02 
Post 
high 
parents 27 24.59 3.71 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 22.76 4.74 
Students 165 25.18 5.03 
Table 197. Analysis of variance between ceachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
teachers at Mason City High School as measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic 
differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value T/ILSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/PHP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHF/S 
ff A A 
Teachers 84 13.45 3.81 3.13 n.:;. n.s. n.s. 3.41 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 14.49 5.45 
Post 
high 
parents 27 13.63 4.15 
Junior 
Mgh 
parents 43 15.11 5.11 
Students 165 16.07 7.82 
Table 198, Analysis of variance between teachers, parents of high school students, parents of post 
high school students, parents of junior high school students and students for the concept 
teachers at Mason City High School as measured by the potency scale of the semantic 
differential 
ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean S.D. F-value t7hSP T/PHP T/JHP T/S HSP/I'HP HSP/JHP HSP/S PHP/JHP PHP/S JHP/S 
Teachers 84 20.09 3.94 0.86 n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.su n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
High 
school 
parents 131 21.05 4.34 
Post 
high 
parents 27 20.48 4.01 
Junior 
high 
parents 43 20.72 4.25 
Students 165 21.07 4.68 
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Table 199, Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
as measured by the total education scale 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P^ T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 73.01 5.15 10.89** 6.86** 21.26** 7.05** 
Parents 201 71.16 5.34 
Students 165 69.65 5.69 
^T/P = teacher-parent comparison 
T/S = teacher-student comparison 
P/S = parent-student comparison. 
Table 200. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
on curriculum issues 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S" 
Teachers 84 10. 79 1. 23 
Parents 201 11. 10 1. 
CM 
Students 165 11. 44 1. 64 
Table 201. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
on community support of education 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation f-value i/r X/b y/5 
Teachers 84 7.23 2.22 47.52** n.s. 55.93** 79.75** 
Parents 201 7.41 2.35 
Students 165 9.80 2.94 
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Table 202. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
on community pressures 
Number Mean 
S tandard 
deviation 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test 
T/P T/S 
F-value 
P/S 
Teachers 84 15.97 1.76 31.97** 6.27** 52.83** 38.50** 
Parents 201 15.29 2.19 
Students 165 13.93 2.14 
Table 203. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 12.88 4.80 17.01** n.s. 25.17** 23.89** 
Parents 201 13.74 4.95 
Students 165 16.46 6.01 
Table 204. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept Mason City High School as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard MOV Scheffe Test P-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 18.16 3.36 2.18 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parents 201 18.94 4.04 
Students 165 19.23 3.86 
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Table 205. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept students at Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test F-value 
T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 14.32 3.88 33.26** 4.23* 51.53** 44.14** 
Parents 201 15.69 4.72 
Students 165 19.27 6.12 
Table 206. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept students at Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 20.76 3.14 0.63 n.s. n.s. n.s 
Parents 201 20.56 3.63 
Students 165 21.00 4.07 
Table 207. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept education in America as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
Teachers 84 18.23 5.08 
Parents 201 16.10 4.91 
Students 165 17.28 5.90 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test F-value 
T/P T/S ?/S 
5.31 
.  * *  
9.54 
** 
n.s. 4.50' 
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Table 208. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept education in America as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 20.70 4.39 3.86* 3.18* 7.72** n.s. 
Parents 201 19.71 4.16 
Students 165 19.10 4.37 
Table 209. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept parents of Mason City High School students as 
measured by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 15.67 4.02 12.78** n.s. 17.32** 19.52** 
Parents 201 16.20 4.73 
Students 165 18.76 6.93 
Table 210. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept parents of Mason City High School students as 
measured by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.54 0.82 n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Parents 201 21.87 4.39 
Students 165 22.04 4.24 
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Table 211. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Number Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
ANOV 
F-value 
Scheffe Test 
T/P T/S 
F-value 
P/S 
Teachers 84 14.39 5.00 24.18** 4.67** 39.83** 29.21** 
Parents 201 16.44 6.76 
Students 165 20.58 8.84 
Table 212. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept teacher home visits as measured by the 
potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 21.33 3.77 18.54** 15.70** 37.15** 301.70** 
Parents 201 23.76 4.82 
Students 165 25.18 5.03 
Table 213, Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the evaluative scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation F-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 13.45 3.81 5.79** n.s. 10.27** 5.98** 
Parents 201 14.51 5.22 
Students 165 16.07 7.82 
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Table 214. Analysis of variance between teachers, parents and students 
for the concept teachers at Mason City High School as measured 
by the potency scale of the semantic differential 
Standard ANOV Scheffe Test F-value 
Number Mean deviation r-value T/P T/S P/S 
Teachers 84 20. 09 3.94 
Parents 201 20. 90 4.26 
Students 165 21. 07 4.68 
